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Preface  and  Acknowledgements 

This  Is  an  addendum  to  the  previously  completed  Interim  Report  of 
a  Stage  2  study  to  prepare  an  overview  assessment  of  the  feasibility  of 
containment  of  material  dredged  from  Connecticut  and  New  York  Harbors 
along  Long  Island  Sound.  Specifically,  an  extension  of  the  preliminary 
siting  analysis  has  been  made  to  Include  121  more  shoreline  and  near 
shore  sites. 

The  study  was  performed  under  contract  by  Tetra  Tech,  Inc.,  Mel¬ 
ville,  New  York.  The  contract  was  directed  by  James  Pagenkopf,  principal 
Investigator,  who  was  assisted  by  Gary  Blgham,  Henry  Fong,  Steve  Glannlno, 
Jack  Olsen,  James  LaMorte,  and  John  Segna. 

The  study  was  conducted  under  the  supervision  of  Dick  Quinn,  Plan¬ 
ning  Dlvl si on/RIver  Basins  Branch,  New  England  Division  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers. 


ADDENDUM  TO  INTERIM  REPORT: 

DREDGEO  MATERIAL  CONTAINMENT  IN  LONG  ISLAND  SOUND 
EXTENSION  OF  SITING  ANALYSIS 


INTRODUCTION 

1.01  This  Is  an  addendum  to  the  Interim  Report  previously  com¬ 
pleted  In  July,  1980  as  part  of  the  New  England  Division  Corps  of  ' 
Engineers'  Stage  2  planning  efforts  to  develop  a  plan  of  study  for 
dredged  material  (DM)  containment  in  Long  Island  Sound  (LIS).  The 
Interim  Report  included  an  analysis  of  historical  and  projected 
dredging  in  Connecticut  and  New  York,  a  review  of  dredged  material 
characteristics,  a  discussion  of  containment  engineering  and  envir¬ 
onmental  impact  concepts,  and  the  description  and  preliminary  appli¬ 
cation  of  a  siting  methodology  to  assess  the  feasibility  of  publicly 
owned  shorefront  land  for  the  creation  of  small -volume  containment 
facilities. 

1.02  As  presented  in  the  Interim  Report,  the  total  projected 
dredging  for  Connecticut  over  the  50-year  period  1985  -  2035  is  esti¬ 
mated  at  58,900  cubic  yards,  of  which  38,800  CY  would  result  from 
Federal  projects  and  20,200  CY  from  non-Federal  projects.  In  compari¬ 
son,  the  projected  range  of  dredging  for  New  York  over  the  same  period 
is  estimated  at  15,300  -  48,300  CY,  of  which  4,200  -  17,200  would  re¬ 
sult  from  Federal  projects  and  11,100  -  31,000  from  non-Federal  proj¬ 
ects.  Of  the  15,300  -  48,300  CY  projected  for  New  York,  over  fifty 
percent  of  this  volume  will  originate  in  the  New  York  City  area.  A 
complete  breakdown  and  explanation  of  these  figures  is  given  in  the 
Interim  Report. 

1.03  Available  data  on  the  characteristics  of  DM  in  Connecticut 
and  New  York  Harbors  bordering  LIS  are  very  limited,  but  indicate  high 
variability  in  concentrations  of  heavy  metals  and  organics.  On  the 


1 


average,  concentrations  of  the  above  constituents  tend  to  be  consider¬ 
ably  greater  In  sediments  sampled  In  Connecticut  harbors  than  In  those 
from  New  York  harbors.  Data  reviewed  on  physical  characteristics  of 
DM  Indicate  that  sediments  In  Connecticut  harbors  are  predominantly 
fine-grained  sands  and  organic  silts.  Data  collected  in  harbor  sedi¬ 
ments  along  the  north  shore  of  Long  Island  Indicate,  on  the  average, 
a  progressive  Increase  In  the  percentage  of  coarser  material  in  sedi¬ 
ments  sampled  from  western  to  eastern  Long  Island.  This  supports 
the  finding  that  a  significant  portion  of  material  historically  dredged 
in  Suffolk  County  has  been  disposed  of  as  beach  nourishment  material. 

1.04  A  total  of  133  public  shorefront  potential  containment 
sites  and  existing  DM  disposal  sites  along  the  coast  of  LIS  In  New 
York  and  Connecticut  were  examined  in  the  Interim  Report.  These 
areas  consisted  mainly  of  parks,  beaches,  transportation  corridors, 
and  military  and  Institutional  sites.  Of  the  133  initial  sites, 
only  23  survived  the  Initial  screening  analysis,  which  included  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  proximity  of  the  site  to  significant  ecological 
areas,  public  bathing  beaches,  high  wave  energy,  and  land  use  in¬ 
compatibility.  The  remaining  23  sites  were  examined  on  the  basis 
of  more  site-specific  criteria  and  data,  and  were  ranked  in  relative 
order  of  desirability,  independently  for  New  York  and  Connecticut 
sites.  Of  these  sites,  4  in  New  York  and  3  in  Connecticut  were  drop¬ 
ped  due  to  lack  of  sufficient  surface  area  for  a  containment  facility. 
Most  of  the  highest  ranking  New  York  sites  are  located  in  a  tight 
cluster  at  the  extreme  western  end  of  LIS.  An  additional  cluster  of 
three  sites  Is  located  In  Hempstead  Harbor  in  Nassau  County.  In 
Connecticut,  two  of  the  three  remaining  sites  are  located  in  New  Haven 
Harbor,  and  a  third  in  New  London.  Figure  1  shows  the  locations  of 
the  public  sites  surviving  the  preliminary  screening  analysis. 

1.05  Overall,  shorefront  public  and  existing  disposal  sites 
appear  to  have  relatively  limited  possibilities  for  shoreline  exten- 
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slon  containment  sites.  Most  of  these  sites  are  simply  not  compat¬ 
ible  due  to  land  use  limitations,  surface  area  availability,  and 
proximity  to  Important  ecological  areas.  Because  of  these  limita¬ 
tions,  the  Interim  Report  recomnended  expansion  of  the  siting  analy¬ 
sis  to  Include  consideration  of  privately  owned  shorefront,  especial¬ 
ly  Industrial  or  water-related  commercial  areas.  In  this  report,  the 
New  England  Division,  Corps  of  Engineers  requested  the  analysis  of 
four  additional  site  groupings.  These  include  eighteen  Shallow  Water 
Areas,  31  Municipal  Waste  Water  Treatment  Facilities,  14  Power  Gen¬ 
erating  Sites,  and  21  Corps  Navigation  Projects  with  Jetties  or  Break¬ 
waters.  Three  additional  site  groupings  were  recommended  for  analy¬ 
sis  and  include  11  Industrial  Wastewater  Discharges,  20  Petroleum 
Facilities,  and  4  Sand  and  Gravel  Pits.  This  addendum  to  the  Interim 
Report  addresses  the  analysis  of  the  above  additional  sites. 

ANALYSIS  OF  ADDITIONAL  SITES 

1.06  Recapping  from  the  Interim  Report,  the  siting  methodology 
for  assessing  shoreline  sites  consists  of  the  following  4  steps: 

1)  Identify  and  rank  primary  screening  criteria  for  selecting 
alternative  sites  (site  screening  maps). 

2)  Apply  the  criteria  to  LIS  to  obtain  specific  site  altema- 
ti ves . 

3)  Preliminarily  rank  the  alternative  sites  in  relative  order 
of  desirability  (secondary  screening). 

4)  Investigate  the  use  of  sites  individually  or  in  combinations 
to  determine  the  potential  of  using  more  than  one  site. 

1.07  The  purpose  of  Steps  1  and  2  is  to  eliminate  from  further 
consideration  coastal  areas  of  LIS  clearly  not  feasible  for  contain¬ 
ment  siting  opportunities.  Step  3  applies  additional,  more  specific 
criteria  to  areas  surviving  Steps  1  and  2,  and  categorizes  them  in 
preliminary  order  of  desirability.  Step  4  takes  the  alternative 
sites,  having  been  carefully  screened  and  ranked,  and  formulates 
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preliminary  designs  of  projects  considering  site-specific  Issues,  con¬ 
struction  feasibility,  operational  logistics  and  other  factors.  This 
step  constitutes  the  beginning  of  conventional  project  planning  and 
design,  and  Is  recommended  for  Inclusion  In  Stage  2  final  planning. 

1.08  The  remainder  of  the  Addendum  Report  focuses  on  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  first  three  siting  steps  to  approximately  121  additional 
shoreline  sites  in  LIS. 

Step  1  -  Identify  and  Rank  Primary  Screening  Criteria 

1.09  Several  primary  screening  criteria  pertaining  to  the  selec¬ 
tion  of  alternative  containment  sites  were  identified  in  the  Interim  Re¬ 
port,  and  are  restated  as  follows: 

(1)  Bathymetry/Available  Containment  Volume 

(2)  Shoreline  Ownership  and  Existing  Disposal  Sites 

(3)  Significant  Ecological  Areas 

(4)  Major  Public  Beaches 

(5)  Wave  Energy 

(6)  Land  Use  Compatibility/Reuse  Potential 

The  above  criteria  were  used  to  screen  the  133  public  sites  and  histori¬ 
cal  DM  disposal  sites  evaluated  in  the  Interim  Report.  As  stated  in  the 
Interim  Report,  sites  that  would  have  failed  any  of  the  above  criteria 
can  be  preserved  for  further,  more  detailed  analysis  under  Step  3  (Sec¬ 
ondary  Screening).  This  is  so  because  the  above  criteria  are  considered 
again  in  ranking  the  sites  in  order  of  desirability.  For  purposes  of  this 
Addendum  Report,  only  Criterion  #1  (bathymetry)  and  Criterion  #4  (major  pub¬ 
lic  beaches)  are  used  to  eliminate  the  additional  sites  from  the  second¬ 
ary  screening  process.  This  is  to  allow  an  analysis  of  the  sensitivity 
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of  the  secondary  criteria  point  ranking  system  by  Including  sites  which 
have  a  wide  range  In  acceptability  value.  This  concept  will  be  more 
fully  discussed  under  the  section  on  weighting  factor  sensitivity.  Sites 
falling  from  the  standpoint  of  insufficient  surface  area  or  excess  depths 
(Criteria  #1),  or  due  to  the  existence  of  a  major  public  bathing  beach 
(Criteria  #4)  are  judged  to  have  the  least  potential  for  hosting  a  dredg¬ 
ed  material  containment  facility. 

1.10  As  in  the  Interim  Report,  base  maps  were  prepared  which  locate 
the  sites  under  consideration.  Figure  2  acts  as  a  guide  for  the  orienta¬ 
tion  of  subsequently  more  detailed  maps.  Figure  3  shows  the  locations  of 
the  121  additional  sites  to  be  evaluated,  consisting  of  the  following 
categories: 

1.  Shallow  Water  Areas  (18  sites) 

2.  Municipal  Waste  Water  Treatment  Facilities  (31  sites) 

3.  Power  Generating  Stations  (14  sites) 

4.  Corps  Navigation  Projects  (23  sites) 

5.  Industrial  Wastewater  Discharges  (11  sites) 

6.  Petroleum  Facilities  (20  sites) 

7.  Sand  and  Gravel  Pits  (4  sites) 

Table  1  summarizes  information  on  the  above  site  categories. 

Step  2  -  Primary  Screening  Analysis 

1.11  The  purpose  of  this  second  step  is  to  systematically  eliminate 
from  further  consideration  potential  containment  sites  clearly  not  feasi¬ 
ble  based  on  the  criteria  outlined  in  Step  1.  Since  only  bathymetry/ 
surface  area  and  public  beach  limitations  are  considered,  the  use  of  map 
overlays  as  in  the  Interim  Report  was  not  necessary.  Rather,  each  site 
was  examined  specifically  to  determine  the  approximate  available  surface 
area  and  containment  volume  and  proximity  to  public  beaches. 
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FIGURE  2  Guide  for  Site  Screening  Maps  of  LIS 
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TABLE  1 

SITE  INFORMATION  BY  CATEGORY 


1.  Shallow  Water  Areas 


Kw  Of  SI^O 

Site  No. 

Ouadranole  Location 

Quad.  No. 

Centro  Island  (North) 

Centre  Island  (East) 

1-1 

tayvilie.  ny-ct 

7 

1-2 

tayvllle,  HV-CT 

7 

Hoyt  Island 

1-3 

Norwalk  South,  CT 

18 

Harborvlew 

1-4 

Norwalk  South,  CT 

18 

Kalsey  Island 

1-S 

Bradford,  CT 

X 

Indian  Neck 

1-6 

Braarford,  CT 

X 

Guilford  Harbor,  Hast 

1-7 

Guilford.  CT 

31 

Guilford  Harbor,  East 

1-8 

Guilford,  a 

31 

Haaeaonasset  River  Tidal  Flats 

1-9 

Clinton,  CT 

32 

Cedar  Island  Flats 

1-10 

Clinton,  a 

32 

Clinton  Harbor,  West 

1-11 

Clinton,  CT 

32 

Clinton  Harbor,  East 

1-12 

Clinton,  CT 

32 

Rock  Creek,  South 

1-13 

Old  Lyw,  CT 

34 

Rock  Creek,  North 

1-14 

Old  Lyw.  CT 

34 

Lyw  Station  Tidal  Flats 

1-15 

Old  Lyae,  a 

34 

Great  Island 

1-16 

Old  Lyw,  CT 

34 

Griswold  Point 

1-17 

Old  Lyw.  CT 

34 

tarn  Island  Hunting  Area 

1-18 

Nystlc,  CT  6  Watch  Hill, 
RI-CT 

38 

II.  Municipal  Waste  Miter  Treatment  Facilities 


None  of  Facility 

Site  No. 

Ouadranole  Location 

Quad.  No. 

Port  Jefferson 

2-1 

Port  Jefferson,  NT 

11 

San  Reno 

2-2 

Saint  Jaws,  NT 

10 

Northport 

2-3 

Northport,  NY 

9 

Huntington 

2-4 

Lloyd  Harbor,  NY 

8 

Oyster  Bay 

2-5 

Bayvllle,  NY 

7 

Glen  Cove 

2-6 

Sea  Cliff.  NY 

2 

Roslyn 

2-7 

Sea  Cliff,  NY 

2 

Port  Washington 

2-8 

Sea  Cliff,  NY 

2 

Great  Neck 

2-9 

Sea  Cliff,  NY 

2 

Great  Neck  (V) 

2-10 

Sea  Cliff,  NY 

2 

Little  Neck 

2-11 

Sea  Cliff.  NY 

2 

Tallinn  Island 

2-12 

Flushing.  NY 

1 

City  -  Hart  Island 

2-13 

Flushing.  NY 

1 

New  Rochelle 

2-14 

Mount  Vernon,  NY 

5 

Nanroneck 

2-15 

Mawroneck,  NY 

6 

Greenwich 

2-16 

Glenvllle,  CT-MY 

16 

Stanford 

2-17 

Stanford,  CT 

17 

Darien 

2-18 

Norwalk  South,  CT 

18 

Norwalk 

2-19 

Norwalk  South,  CT 

18 

Bridgeport-West  Side 

2-20 

Bridgeport,  CT 

24 

Bridgeport-East  Side 

2-21 

Bridgeport,  CT 

24 

Stratford 

2-22 

Bridgeport,  CT 

24 

Milford- Gulf  Pond 

2-23 

Milford,  CT 

2S 

West  Haven 

2-24 

tew  Haven,  CT 

29 

New  Haven-81 vd. 

2-25 

tew  Haven.  CT 

29 

New  Haven-East  St. 

2-26 

New  Haven,  CT 

29 

New  Haven-East  Side 

2-27 

tew  Haven,  CT 

29 

Branford 

2-28 

Branford,  CT 

X 

Hew  London-Rlvtrslde  Plant 

2-29 

Uncasvllle,  CT 

above  X 

tew  London-Tnmbull  St. 

2-30 

tew  London,  CT 

X 

City  of  Groton 

2-31 

New  London,  CT 

X 

12 
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TABLE  1  (Cont.) 

SITE  INFORMATION  BY  CATEGORY 


II!.  Paver  ftHaga  Stations 


gam 

^te  No. 

Quad.  Location 

Ouad.  No.  | 

fisher  Island 

Fisher  Island  El. 

3-1 

Now  London,  CT 

36 

Sou the Id 

Long  Island  Lt. 

3-2 

Seuthold.  NY 

21 

Shorehan 

Long  Island  Lt. 

3-3 

Hading  River.  NY 

13 

fort  Jefferson 

Lang  Island  Lt. 

3-4 

Port  Jefferson, 

11 

Northport 

Long  Island  Lt. 

3-3 

Northport,  NT 

9 

SI  tnwood 

Long  Island  Lt. 

3-6 

Sea  Cliff,  NY 

2 

Cos  Coh 

Ct.  L  1  P 

3-7 

Stanford,  CT 

17 

South  Norwalk 

South  Norwalk  fen. 

3-6 

Norwalk  South,  a 

18 

Norwalk  Htrtor 

Ct.  L  1  P 

3-9 

NorweU  South,  CT 

18 

Bridgeport  Harter 

United  Ilium 

3-10 

Bridgeport,  CT 

24 

Steel  Point 

United  Ilium 

3-11 

Bridgeport,  CT 

24 

Devon 

Ct.  L  6  P 

3-12 

Milford,  CT 

25 

English 

United  Him 

3-13 

New  Haven,  CT 

29 

Millstone 

Millstone  Point  Co. 

3-14 

Nlantlc,  CT 

3S 

I*.  Corps  Navigation  Projects  with  Jetties  or  I  rea  testers 


Name  of  Harbpr 

Site  No. 

Ouad.  Location 

Quad.  No. 

Hattltuck  Harbor 

Jetties 

4-1 

Hattltuck  Hills,  NY 

20 

Ht.  Sinai  Harbor 

Jetties 

4-2 

Port  Jeffbrton,  NY 

11 

Port  Jefferson  Harbor 

Jetties 

4-3 

Port  Jefferson,  NY 

11 

Halstead  Harbor 

Breakwaters 

4-4  tpb 

Sea  Cliff,  NY 

2 

Flushing  Bay  1  Creek 

Dike 

4-5 

Flushing,  NY 

1 

New  Rochelle  Harbor 

Breakwaters 

4-6 

Mt.  Vernon,  NY 

5 

Echo  Bay 

Breakwaters 

4-7 

Mt.  Vernon,  NY 

5 

Larchmont  Harbor 

Breakwaters 

4-8 

Manaroneck,  NY 

6 

Port  Chaster  Harbor 

Breakwaters 

4-9 

Hanaro neck,  NY 

6 

Stanford  Harbor 

Breakwaters 

4-10 

Stanford,  CT 

17 

Cove  Istand,  Stanford 

Jetty 

4-11 

Stanford,  CT 

17 

Southport  Harbor 

Breakwaters 

4-12 

Westport,  CT 

23 

Black  Rock  Harbor, 

Breakwaters 

4-13 

Bridgeport.  CT 

24 

Bridgeport 

Bridgeport  Harbor 

Breakwaters 

4-14 

Bridgeport,  CT 

24 

Housatonlc  River, 

Breakwaters 

4-15 

Milford.  CT 

25 

Stratford  1 

Moodnont  Shore,  Milford 

Groins 

4-16 

Moodnont.  CT 

26 

New  Haven  Harbor 

Breakwaters 

4-17  a.b 

New  Haven,  CT 

26 

Clinton  Harbor 

Breakwaters 

4-18 

Clinton,  CT 

32 

Ouck  Island  Harbor 

Breakwaters 

4-19 

Essex.  CT 

33 

Conn.  River,  Saybroek 

Jetty 

4-20 

Old  Lyme.  CT 

34 

Stonlngton  Harbor 

Breakwaters 

4-21 

festlc,  CT 

37 

t 


V.  Industrial  Hgflwa&r  Discharges 


01 scharupr/ Indus try 

Site  No. 

Ouadrtnele  Location 

Quad.  No. 

Long  Island  Tungsten  -  Metal 

5-1 

Sea  Cliff,  NY 

2 

Powers  Chenco  Inc.  -  Organic 

5-2 

Sea  Cliff,  NY 

2 

Chemicals 

Electrolux  -  fetal  Services 

5-3 

Stanford,  CT 

17 

Remington  Electric  -  fetal 

Plating 

Carpenter  Technology  Co.  - 
Steel  Mill 

Avco:  Lycoming 

Schick  Safety  Rator  -  fetal 

5-4 

Bridgeport,  CT 

24 

5-5 

Bridgeport,  CT 

24 

5-6 

5-7 

Brl dgeport/MI 1  ford, 
Milford,  CT 

CT  24/25 

25 

Plating 

Sargent  1  Co.  -  fetal  Services 

S-B 

New  Haven,  CT 

29 

Atlantic  Hire  Co.  -  Steel  4  Hire 

5-9 

Branford,  CT 

30 

Pflier  Co.  -  Chemical 

5-10 

New  London,  CT 

36 

American  Velvet  Co.  -  Textiles 

5-11 

festlc,  CT 

37 

TA8LE  1  (Cont.) 

SITE  INFORMATION  BY  CATEGORY 


n.  aafiga  fKintiw 


W— » of  fwintv 

Site  No. 

Ouadranole  Location 

Ouad.  No. 

6-1 

Mattltuck  Hills,  NY 

20 

Northvllle  Industries 

Sue tv  Oil  Co. 

Exxon 

6-2 

Rlverhead,  NY 

14 

11 

1  Consolidated  Petrol  tue  Co. 

6-3 

Port  Jefferson,  NY 

Mobil  Oil  Co. 

Northvllle  Industries 
Huntington  Utilities 

6-4 

Lloyd  Harbor,  NY 

8 

Mobil  Oil  Co. 

6-5 

Huntington,  NY 

4 

Conander  Oil  Co. 

6-6 

Nayvllle,  NY 

7 

Windsor  Oil  Co. 

6-7 

Sea  Cliff,  NY 

2 

Phillips  Oil  Co. 

6-8 

Sea  Cliff,  NY 

2 

lewis  Oil  Co.  ) 

Mobil  Oil  Co.  } 

Auto  Host  i 

6-g 

Sea  Cliff,  NY 

2 

Metropolitan  Petrol  cue  Co.\ 
Universal  Utilities  Wharf  1 
Sinclair  Refining  Co.  1 

6-10 

Sea  Cliff,  NY 

2 

Hells  Fuel  Wharf 

Sun  Oil  Co. 

/ 

6-11 

Mt.  Vernon,  NY 

5 

Mitchell  Oil  Co. 

6-12 

Nanaroneck,  NY 

6 

Flailing  Rutledge  Oil  Corp. 

i 

17 

HoffMan  Fuel  Co. 

J  6-13 

Stanford.  CT 

Metropolitan  Petroleua  Corp 

Penn.  Petroleun  Co. 

6-14 

Norwalk  South,  a 

18 

Sun  Oil  Co. 

6-15 

Bridgeport,  CT 

24 

Connecticut  Refining  Co. 

6-16 

New  Haven,  CT 

29 

Eln  City  Plant  No.  3 
Atlantic  Richfield 

6-17 

New  Haven,  CT 

29 

Exxon 

Getty  Oil  Co. 

Gulf  Oil  Corp. 

New  Haven  Terminal 

6-18 

New  Haven,  CT 

29 

T.A.D.  Jones  A  Co.,  Inc. 
City  Coal  Co. 

Central  Vermont  Railroad 

} 

6-19 

New  London,  CT 

36 

Hess  Oil  Co. 

6-20 

New  London,  CT 

36 

VII.  Sind  and  6ravel  Pits 


Nana  of  Site 

Site  No. 

REEKS 

Jaaesport  -  LILCO 

7-1 

Mattltuck,  NY 

15 

Huntington  Harbor 

7-2 

Lloyd  Harbor,  NY 

8 

Colonial  Sand  6  Stone,  Penn  Ind. 

7-3 

Sea  Cliff,  NY 

2 

Old  Saybrook 

7-4 

Essex,  CT 

33 

* 


1.12  Table  2  presents  results  of  the  primary  screening  analysis 
for  each  site.  Although  proximity  to  significant  ecological  areas  Is 
not  used  to  eliminate  sites  as  was  done  In  the  Interim  Report  for  pub¬ 
lic  sites,  the  results  of  testing  for  this  criterion  are  shown  neverthe¬ 
less  to  demonstrate  the  sensitivity  of  primary  screening  to  this  criterion. 
Table  3  sunmarlzes  the  primary  screening  analysis  for  each  site  category. 

It  Is  observed  that  almost  half  of  the  original  121  sites  drop  out  due 

to  the  lack  of  adequate  room  for  the  construction  of  a  containment  facil¬ 
ity.  Most  of  these  sites,  especially  waste  water  treatment  plants,  power 
plants.  Industrial  waste  discharges,  and  petroleum  facilities,  are  located 
up  Inside  small,  congested  harbors  where  a  containment  facility  would 
Interfere  with  navigation  channels.  On  the  other  hand,  few  sites  dropped 
out  due  to  the  presence  of  major  public  bathing  beaches,  which  Is  contrary 
to  that  which  occurred  with  the  public  sites  examined  in  the  Interim  Re¬ 
port.  The  number  of  sites  remaining  for  secondary  screening  are  62,  with 
43  in  Connecticut,  5  In  Westchester  County,  4  in  New  York  City,  5  in 
Nassau  County,  and  5  In  Suffolk  County. 

Step  3  -  Secondary  Screening  Analysis 

1.13  The  purpose  of  Step  3  is  to  characterize  the  desirability  of 
each  site  that  survives  Steps  1  and  2  of  the  screening  process  and  to  rank 
them  accordingly.  The  ranking  can  include  the  criteria  identified  in 
Step  1  that  were  not  applied  because  the  criteria  would  have  been  too  re¬ 
strictive.  An  example  Is  with  ecological  considerations,  which  was  dem¬ 
onstrated  in  Table  3  to  be  a  highly  restrictive  criterion  In  the  primary 
screening  process.  It  Is  of  advantage  to  the  planner  to  be  able  to  evalu¬ 
ate  as  many  potential  sites  as  possible,  especially  where  the  complexity 
of  the  problem  Is  great  due  to  several  opposing  or  conflicting  criteria 
(e.g.  ecological  considerations  vs.  economic  need  for  a  disposal  site). 
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TABLE  2 


APPLICATION  OF  PRIMARY  SCREENING  ANALYSIS 

CATMONY:!  ShtUte  tetor  Areas 

PRIMARY  SCREENING  ANALYSIS 


Naaa  of  Site 

Sta.  No. 

Quad/Nap 

at 

Centre  Island  (North) 

1-1 

7 

A 

P 

Centre  Island  (East) 

1-2 

7 

A 

P 

Hoyt  Island 

1-3 

18 

A 

P 

Harborvlew 

1-4 

18 

A 

P 

Kelsey  Island 

1-S 

30 

C 

P 

Indian  Neck 

1-6 

30 

C 

Guilford  Harbor,  Hast 

1-7 

31 

C 

P 

Guilford  Harbor.  East 

1-8 

31 

C 

P 

Hanavnasset  Alvar  Tidal  Flats 

1-B 

32 

C 

P 

Cedar  Island  Flats 

1-10 

32 

c 

P 

Clinton  Harbor,  Hast 

1-11 

32 

c 

P 

Clinton  Harbor,  East 

1-12 

32 

c 

P 

Nock  Creek.  South 

1-13 

34 

C/D 

P 

Rock  Creek.  North 

1-14 

34 

C/D 

P 

lyat  Station  Tidal  Hats 

1-15 

34 

C/D 

Great  Island 

1-16 

34 

C/0 

P 

Griswold  Point 

1-17 

34 

C/D 

P 

Barn  Island  Hunting  Area 

1-18 

38 

D 

P 

Ecological 

Areas* 

Public 

Beaches  Pass/Fall 

F 

P  P 

F 

P  P 

P 

P  P 

P 

P  P 

F 

P  P 

F 

P  F 

F 

P  P 

F 

P  P 

F 

F  F 

F 

F  F 

F 

P  P 

F 

P  P 

P 

P  P 

P 

P  P 

F 

F  F 

F 

P  P 

F 

P  P 

F 

P  P 

*  Failures  dot  to  Lack  of  Adequate  Available  Surface  Area 

4  AH  Sites  Falling  Ecological  Prlaary  Screening  are  Allowed  to  Pass  to 
Secondary  Screening  Evaluation 


TABLE  2  (Cont.) 

APPLICATION  OF  PRIMARY  SCREENING  ANALYSIS 


catecory:  u.  thmiciooi  wasta  atw  Troetnont  Facilities 


SITE  MUMMY  SCREENING  ANALYSIS 


None  of  Slto 

Ste.  No. 

(tad/ftp 

Bothy- 

•try* 

Ecological 

Areas* 

Public 

Coaches 

Pass/Fall 

Port  Jefferson 

2-1 

ii 

8 

P 

F 

Son  Amo 

2-2 

10 

8 

F 

F 

Northport 

2-3 

9 

A/8 

P 

F 

Mint <nf  ton 

2-4 

8 

A 

P 

F 

Oyster  Sty 

2-S 

7 

A 

F 

F 

Cion  Cove 

2-t 

2 

A 

P 

F 

Noslyn 

2-7 

2 

A 

P 

F 

Port  Washington 

2-8 

2 

A 

F 

F 

F 

Croat  Nock 

2-B 

2 

A 

F 

Croat  Nock  (V) 

2-10 

2 

A 

F 

F 

Llttlo  Nock 

2-11 

2 

A 

F 

Til loon  Island 

2-12 

1 

A 

P 

City  -  Hart  Island 

2-13 

1 

A 

P 

Nau  Rochelle 

2-14 

S 

A 

P 

Hanaroneck 

2-1S 

6 

A 

F 

P 

F 

Groonnlch 

2-16 

16 

A 

P 

Stanford 

2-17 

17 

A 

F 

P 

F 

Darlon 

2-18 

18 

A 

P 

Norwalk 

2-19 

18 

A 

F 

P 

F 

Bridgeport-West  Side 

2-20 

24 

8 

F 

P 

Bridgeport-East  Sldo 

2-21 

24 

8 

F 

P 

F 

Stratford 

2  -22 

24 

8 

F 

MIlfOrd-Gulf  Pond 

2-23 

26 

8 

F 

F 

F 

Host  Haven 

2-24 

29 

B/C 

F 

P 

Nan  Heven-Slvd. 

2-2  5 

29 

B/C 

P 

P 

Hen  Haven-East  St. 

2-26 

29 

B/C 

P 

Nan  Haven-East  Side 

2-27 

29 

8/C 

P 

Branford 

2-28 

30 

C 

F 

F 

F 

New  London-Rlverslde  Plant 

2-29 

•bov«  36  D 

P 

Haw  London-Tnjabull  St. 

2-30 

36 

0 

F 

City  of  Croton 

2-31 

36 

0 

F 

F 

F 

TABLE  2  (Cont.) 

APPLICATION  OF  PRIMARY  SCREENING  ANALYSIS 


CATEGORY  III:  Poeer  Ganaratlno  Stations 


SITE  PRIMARY  SCREENING  ANALYSIS 


Nana  of  Site 

Ste.  No. 

Quad/Map 

Bathy¬ 

metry* 

Ecological 
Areas  * 

Public 

Bosches 

Pass/Fall 

Fisher  Island 

3-1 

36  D 

F 

F 

F 

Southold 

3-2 

21  C 

F 

P 

F 

Shorehan 

3-3 

13  B 

F 

F 

F 

Port  Jefferson 

3-4 

11  B 

F 

P 

F 

Northport 

3-S 

9  A/B 

F 

P 

F 

Glenuood 

3-6 

2  A 

F 

P 

F 

r 

Cos  cob 

3-7 

17  A 

P 

F 

p 

South  Noras lk 

3-8 

IS  A 

F 

P 

F 

Nome  lk  Harbor 

3-9 

18  A 

P 

P 

p 

Bridgeport  Harbor 

3-10 

24  B 

F 

F 

F 

Steel  Point 

3-11 

24  B 

F 

F 

F 

Devon 

3-12 

2$  B 

F 

F 

F 

English 

3-13 

29  S/C 

P 

P 

P 

Millstone 

3-14 

36  0 

P 

F 

P 

*  Failure!  due  to  Lack  of  AlipiU  Avail  Ala  Surface  Area 

♦  All  Situs  Falling  Ecological  Prloary  Scrooolof  are  A1 louad  to 
Pats  to  Secondary  Scroonlof  Evaluation 
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TABLE  2  (Cont.) 

APPLICATION  OF  PRIMARY  SCREENING  ANALYSIS 


CATEGORY  IV:  Corps  Navigation  Projects  with  Jetties  ar  IrwlMUn 


SITE _  PRIMARY  SCREENING  ANALYSIS 


Naae  of  Site 

Ste  No. 

Quad/Nap 

Bathy¬ 

metry* 

Ecological 
Aibas  * 

Public 

Beaches 

Secondary 

Screening 

Hattltuck  Harbor 

4-1 

20  C 

P 

P 

F 

F 

Nt.  Sinai  Harbor 

4-2 

11  B 

F 

P 

F 

F 

Port  Jefferson  Harbor 

4-3 

11  B 

P 

P 

P 

P 

Heaps tead  Harbor 

4-4  a 

2  A 

P 

P 

P 

P 

Haapstead  Harbor 

4-4  b 

2  A 

P 

P 

P 

P 

Flushing  Bay  A  Creek 

4-S 

1  A 

P 

P 

P 

Glen  Island 

4-6 

S  A 

P 

P 

P 

Echo  Bay 

4-7 

5  A 

P 

P 

P 

Larchaont  Harbor 

4-8 

6  A 

P 

P 

P 

P 

Port  Chester  Harbor 

4-9 

6  A 

P 

P 

P 

P 

Stanford  Harbor 

4-10 

17  A 

P 

P 

P 

P 

Cove  Island,  Staaford 

4-11 

17  A 

P 

F 

F 

F 

Southport  Harbor 

4-12 

23  B 

P 

F 

F 

F 

Black  Rock  Harbor, 

Bridgeport 

4-13 

24  B 

P 

P 

P 

P 

Bridgeport  Harbor 

4-14 

24  B 

P 

P 

P 

P 

House ton  1c  River, 

Stratford 

4-1 S 

25  B 

P 

P 

P 

P 

Uoodnont  Shore,  Milford 

4-16 

26  B 

P 

P 

F 

F 

New  Haven  Harbor 

4-17a 

29  B 

P 

F 

P 

P 

New  Haven  Harbor 

4-17  b 

26  B 

P 

P 

P 

P 

C'  In ton  Harbor 

4-18 

32  C 

P 

P 

P 

P 

Duck  Island  Harbor 

4-19 

33  C 

P 

P 

P 

P 

Conn.  River,  Saybrook 

4-20 

34  VC 

P 

P 

P 

P 

Stoning ton  Harbor 

4-21 

37  D 

P 

P 

P 

*  Failures  due  to  lack  of  Adequate  Available  Surface  Area 

♦  All  Sites  Falling  Ecological  Primary  Screening  are  Alloued  to 
Pass  to  Secondary  Screening  Evaluation 
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TABLE  2  (Cont.) 

APPLICATION  OF  PRIMARY  SCREENING  ANALYSIS 


CATEGORY  V:  Industrial  Mastauater  Discharges 
SITE  PRIMARY  SCREENING  ANALYSIS 


Nan  of  Sit* 


St*.  No. 

Quad/Nap 

Bathy¬ 

metry* 

Ecological 

Areas* 

Public 

Beaches 

Pass/Fall 

5-1 

2  A 

F 

P 

F 

5-2 

2  A 

F 

P 

F 

5-3 

17  A 

F 

P 

F 

5-4 

24  ■ 

P 

F 

P 

5-5 

24  ■ 

F 

P 

F 

5-6 

24/25  A 

F 

F 

F 

5-7 

25  ■ 

F 

F 

F 

5-8 

29  8/C 

p 

P 

P 

5-9 

30  C 

F 

P 

F 

5-10 

36  0 

F 

F 

F 

5-11 

37  0 

P 

F 

F 

F 

Long  Island  Tungsten  - 
N*U1 

Powers  Ctinaco  Inc.  - 
Organic  Chemicals 

Electrolux  -  Metal 
Services 

Raelngton  Electric  - 
Metal  Plating 

Carpenter  Technology  Co. 
Steel  Mill 

Avco:  Lyconlng 

Schick  Safety  Razor 
Metal  Plating 

Sargent  A  Go.  - 
Metal  Services 

Atlantic  Mir*  Co.  - 
Steel  A  Mire 

Pfizer  CO.  •  Chaalcal 

American  Velvet  Co.  - 
Textiles 


*  Failures  due  to  Lack  of  Adequate  Available  Surface  Are* 

♦  All  Sites  Falling  Ecological  Primary  Screening  are  Allowed  to  Pass  to 
Secondary  Screening  Evaluation 
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TABLE  2  (Cont.) 

APPLICATION  OF  PRIMARY  SCREENING  ANALYSIS 


CATEGORY  VI:  Petroleum  Facllltleg 


PRIMARY  SCREEN  I HG  ANALYSIS 


Name  of  Site 

Ste  No. 

Quad/Map 

Bathy¬ 

metry* 

Ecological 

Areas* 

Public 

Beaches 

Pass/Fall 

Unknown 

6-1 

20  C 

F 

P 

P 

Northvllle  Industries 

6-2 

14  C/B 

F 

P 

P 

Sweiy  Oil  Co. 

Exxon 

Consolidated  Petrol  at*  Co. 

6-3 

11  8 

P 

P 

P 

P 

Mobil  Oil  Co. 

Northvllle  Industries 

Huntington  Utilities 

6-4 

8  A 

P 

P 

P 

P 

Mobil  Oil  Co. 

6-5 

4  A 

P 

F 

P 

P 

Coanander  Oil  Co. 

6-6 

7  A 

F 

F 

P 

Windsor  Oil  Co. 

6-7 

2  A 

F 

P 

P 

Phillips  Oil  Co. 

6-8 

2  A 

F 

P 

P 

Lewis  Oil  Co. 

Mobil  Oil  CO. 

6-9 

2  A 

F 

P 

P 

Auto  Heat 

Metropolitan  Petrolaua  Co. 

Universal  Utilities  Wharf 

6-10 

2  A 

F 

P 

P 

Sinclair  Refining  Co. 

Wells  Fuel  Wharf 

Sun  Oil  Co. 

6-11 

5  A 

r 

P 

P 

Mitchell  Oil  Co. 

6-12 

6  A 

p 

P 

F 

Fleming  Rutledge  Oil  Corp. 

Hoffman  Fuel  Co. 

6-13 

17  A 

F 

F 

P 

Metropolitan  Petroleum  Corp. 

Penn.  Petroleum  Co. 

6-14 

18  A 

P 

P 

P 

Sun  Oil  Co. 

6-1 5 

24  8 

F 

F 

P 

Connecticut  Refining  Co. 

6-16 

29  B/C 

P 

F 

p 

P 

Elm  City  Plant  No.  3 

6-17 

29  B/C 

P 

F 

p 

P 

Atlantic  Richfield  \ 

Exxon 

Getty  Oil  Co. 

6-18 

29  B/C 

P 

P 

p 

P 

Gulf  Oil  Corp. 

New  Haven  Terminal 

T.A.D.  Jones  1  Co..  Ind.  / 

City  Coal  Co.  j 

6-19 

36  0 

F 

F 

p 

Central  Vermont  Railroad) 

Hess  Oil  Co. 

6-20 

36  0 

p 

F 

p 

P 

*  Failures  du*  to  Lack  of  Adequate  Available  Surface  Area 

♦  All  Sites  Falling  Ecological  Primary  Screening  are  Allowed  to  Pass  to 
Secondary  Screening  Evaluation 
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TABLE  3 


SUMMARY  OF  PRIMARY  SCREENING  ANALYSIS 


Primary  Criteria 

1  Remaining  Available  Sites  1 

3 

7 

Tota 

Total  Sites 

18 

31 

14 

23 

11 

20 

4 

121 

Bathymetry/Area 

16 

14 

4 

22 

3 

6 

2 

67 

Ecological  Areas 

16 

14 

4 

22 

3 

6 

2 

67 

(4) 

(9) 

(2) 

(19) 

(1) 

(3) 

(2) 

(40 

Public  Beaches 

14 

14 

4 

18 

2 

5 

2 

59 

Remaining 

14 

14 

4 

18 

2 

5 

2 

59 

(  )  Sites  Remaining  if  Criteria  for  Ecological  Areas  Applies 
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1.  Proximity  of  Site  to  Significant  Ecological 

Areas  10 

2.  Bathymetry  of  Site/Available  Volume  9 

3.  Exposure  Considerations  7 

4.  Soil /Foundation  Characteristics  of  Site  7 

5.  Existing  and  Potential  Land  Use  6 

6.  Volume  and  Type  of  Dredged  Material  Available 

for  Containment  4 

7.  Compatibility  with  Adjacent  Land/Re-use  Potential  2 

8.  Proximity  of  Site  to  Cultural  Resources  2 

9.  Use  of  Site  for  Existing  or  Historic  Dredged 

Material  Disposal  1 


The  potential  sites  receive  a  thorough  evaluation  (see  Table  4)  for  each 
of  the  factors  listed  above,  and  are  assigned  criteria  points  according 
to  a  sliding  scale  from  0-10,  with  10  representing  the  most  desirable 
characteristics.  Appendix  A  presents  the  method  for  converting  site- 
specific  data  to  numerical  values.  Since  the  assumption  was  made  that 
no  dredged  material  would  cross  state  boundaries,  scoring  for  criterion 
#6  (Available  Dredged  Material)  Is  different  between  Connecticut  and  New 
York  (see  pages  A-6  through  A-9),  and  thus  New  York  and  Connecticut  sites 
will  be  ranked  separately. 

Secondary  Screening  of  Connecticut  Sites 

1.15  According  to  the  secondary  siting  criteria  previously  present¬ 
ed  (see  Appendix  A),  total  points  were  determined  for  43  Connecticut  sites 
and  were  entered  In  suninary  matrix  tables,  which  are  subsequently  presented. 


24 


Tables  5a  and  5b  more  specifically  present  the  results  of  applying  secondary 
criterion  #6  (Volume  and  Types  of  Dredged  Material  Available  for  Con¬ 
tainment)  to  the  alternative  sites.  Using  the  modified  gravity  model  con¬ 
cept,  the  force  of  attraction  (V/2D)  was  calculated  for  each  site  based 
on:  (1)  the  average  annual  projected  dredged  material  volume  (V)  within 
each  Connecticut  quadrangle  map,  and  (2)  the  approximate  distance  (D) 
between  the  shoreline  area  centroid  of  each  quadrangle  map  and  the  site. 
Thus,  for  each  site  In  question,  points  representing  the  projected  annual 
dredged  material  volume  (V  In  CY)  divided  by  distance  traveled  by  barge 
both  to  and  from  the  site  (2D  In  miles),  l.e.,  annual  CY  per  barge  mile, 
are  totaled.  According  to  Table  5b,  sites  scoring  the  highest  under  this 
category  tend  to  be  located  In  or  near  areas  of  historically  and  projected 
significant  dredging  activity,  such  as  New  Haven  Harbor  and  the  Connecticut 
River.  Sites  scoring  poorly  under  this  criteria  tend  to  be  located  near 
the  western  and  eastern  extremes  of  the  Connecticut  coastal  shorefront  on 
LIS. 


1.16  Site-specific  results  of  the  ranking  analysis  are  presented  In 
matrix  form  In  Table  6.  Total  points  for  each  alternative  site  reflect 
the  suitability  of  that  site  for  locating  a  small -volume  containment  fa¬ 
cility  and  provide  the  basis  for  site  ranking,  with  the  greatest  number 
of  points  being  most  suitable,  relatively  speaking.  For  comparison  pur¬ 
poses,  Table  6  also  Includes  the  public  sites  previously  screened  in  the 
Interim  Report  (the  letter  "P"  appears  before  each  site).  Sites  are 
ranked  two  ways:  (1)  within  each  of  the  eight  categories,  and  (2)  over 
all  50  Connecticut  sites,  public  and  private. 

1.17  Table  7  summarizes  the  results  of  the  secondary  screening 
analysis  showing  the  average  points  and  range  of  points  scored  in  each  site 
category.  Sites  scoring  highest  tended  to  be  In  category  #2  (municipal 
treatment  plants),  category  #5  (Industrial  discharges),  or  category  #8 
(public  sites  from  Interim  Report).  Sites  scoring  the  lowest  tended  to 

be  In  category  #1  (shallow  water  areas).  In  general,  each  category  ex- 
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TABLE  5b 


MATRIX  FOR  V/2D  ATTRACTION  CONNECTICUT 


SUMMARY  MATRIX  FOR  SITE-SPECIFIC  EVALUATION 
OF  POTENTIAL  SITES  IN  CONNECTICUT 


TABLE  7 


SUMMARY  OF  SECONDARY  SITING  ANALYSIS  IN  CONNECTICUT 


Site  Group 

No. 

Sites 

Average 

Pts.  Scored 

Range  of 
Pts.  Scored 

Total  Pts 
Possible 

1.  Shallow  Water  Areas 

12 

170 

35% 

106-270 

480 

(215) 

(36%) 

(148-267) 

(590) 

2.  Treatment  Plants 

10 

243 

51% 

160-334 

480 

(326) 

(55%) 

(209-426) 

(590) 

3.  Power  Plants 

4 

222 

46% 

203-255 

480 

(274) 

(46%) 

(219-363) 

(590) 

4.  Corps  Nav.  Projects 

10 

208 

43% 

96-265 

480 

(243) 

(41%) 

(116-345) 

(590) 

5.  Industrial  Discharges 

2 

298 

62% 

262-334 

480 

(383) 

(65%) 

(342-423) 

(590) 

6.  Petroleum  Facilities 

5 

241 

50% 

195-270 

480 

(328) 

(56%) 

(261-368) 

(590) 

7.  Sand  &  Gravel 

0 

_ 

a. 

- 

(  -  ) 

(  -  ) 

(  -  ) 

8.  Public  Sites* 

6 

255 

53% 

163-334 

480 

(328) 

(56%) 

(213-423) 

(590) 

Total 

49 

221 

46% 

106-334 

480 

(49) 

(281) 

(48%) 

(116-426) 

(590) 

(  )  Criteria  Points  Scored  Under  Second  Set  of  Weighting  Factors 

*  Public  Sites  Previously  Analyzed  In  Interim  Report 


hiblted  a  wide  range  In  site  scores,  so  It  Is  difficult  to  derive  gen¬ 
eralities  about  the  advantages  or  disadvantages  of  sites  based  on  the 
site  category  alone.  Table  8  shows  the  distribution  of  site  scores  In¬ 
dicating  the  highest  score  as  70  percent  with  most  sites  scoring  within 
the  range  30  to  60  percent. 

1.18  Table  9  presents  the  sites,  or  site  groups,  that  scored  with¬ 
in  the  top  ten  of  all  49  Connecticut  sites.  As  in  the  Interim  Report, 
the  two  highest  ranking  sites,  or  site  groups,  are  located  In  Hew  Haven 
Harbor.  In  addition,  sites  ranked  #3,  5(a),  6,  8  and  10(b)  are  also  in 
New  Haven  Harbor.  Two  sites  (ranked  #7  and  9)  are  located  near  Bridge¬ 
port  Harbor,  two  sites  (ranked  #4  and  10(a))in  New  London  on  the  Thames 
River,  and  one  site  (ranked  #5b)  near  Branford  Harbor.  Figure  4  shows  the 
approximate  locations  of  these  sites  or  site  groups.  Further  discussion 
concerning  these  sites,  as  well  as  more  detailed  maps,  are  presented  in 

a  later  section  of  this  report. 

Secondary  Screening  of  New  York  Sites 

1.19  The  19  New  York  sites  surviving  primary  screening  were  simi¬ 
larly  evaluated  according  to  the  secondary  criteria  point  system  in 
Appendix  A.  Tables  10a  and  10b  present  the  results  of  applying  secondary 
criterion  #6(Vo1ume  and  Types  of  Dredged  Material  Available  for  Contain¬ 
ment),  which  corresponds  to  Tables  5a  and  5b  for  the  Connecticut  sites. 
According  to  Table  10b,  sites  scoring  the  highest  under  this  category 
tend  to  be  located  In  or  near  areas  of  historically  and  projected  major 
dredging  activity,  such  as  In  the  extreme  western  end  of  Long  Island 
Sound  and  the  Upper  East  River.  Sites  scoring  poorly  under  this  criterion 
tend  to  be  located  In  eastern  Nassau  or  Suffolk  Counties  on  Long  Island. 
Again,  It  Is  emphasized  that  no  dredged  material  was  assumed  to  cross 
from  Connecticut  to  New  York,  or  vice  versa.  If  that  were  not  the  case, 
sites  on  Long  Island  would  have  scored  higher  under  this  criterion. 
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TABLE  8 


DISTRIBUTION  OF  SITE  SCORES  FOR  CONNECTICUT  SITES 


Scoring  Range  No.  of  Sites  No.  of  Sites 

(%)  (based  on  480  pts.)  (based  on  590  pts.) 


0  - 

10 

0 

0 

10  - 

20 

1 

1 

20  - 

30 

2 

1 

30  - 

40 

13 

14 

40  - 

50 

13 

15 

50  - 

60 

14 

7 

60  - 

70 

6 

7 

70  - 

80 

0 

4 

80  - 

90 

0 

0 

VO 

o 

1 

100 

0 

0 

TOTAL 


49 
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TABLE  9 

TOP  TEN  RANKING  SITES  IN  CONNECTICUT 


Rank 

Score 

% 

Site 

No. 

Name  of  Site 

Waterway 

Quad 
Map  No 

1(a) 

P3-69 

Bayvlew  Park 

New  Haven  H. 

29 

(b) 

70 

5-8 

Sargent  &  Co. 

New  Haven  H. 

29 

(c) 

2-25 

New  Haven  Blvd.* 

New  Haven  H. 

29 

2(a) 

P3-71 , 

East  Shore  &  Nathan 

66 

P3-72 

Hale  Parks 

New  Haven  H. 

29 

(b) 

2-27 

New  Haven-East  Side* 

New  Haven  H. 

29 

3 

65 

2-26 

New  Haven-East  St.* 

New  Haven  H. 

29 

4 

58 

2-29 

Riverside  Plant* 

New  London 

36 

5(a) 

56 

6-18 

Oil  Terminals 

New  Haven  H. 

29 

lb) 

1-5 

Kelsey  Island 

Branford 

30 

6 

55 

4-1 7a 

Breakwater 

New  Haven  H. 

29 

7 

55 

5-4 

Remington  Electric 

Bridgeport  H. 

24 

8(a) 

54 

6-16 

Connecticut  Reflntng  Co. 

(b) 

6-17 

&  Elm  City  Plant  No.  3 

New  Haven  H. 

29 

9 

54 

4-14 

Breakwaters 

Bridgeport  H. 

24 

10(a) 

53 

Pl-10 

U.S.  Coast  Guard  Academy 

New  London 

36 

lb) 

3-13 

United  Illumlnatlng-Engllsh 

New  Haven  H. 

29 

*  Municipal  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant 
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1.20  Site-specific  results  of  the  ranking  analysis  for  New  York 
sites  are  presented  In  matrix  form  In  Table  11.  Total  points  for  each 
alternative  site  reflect  the  suitability  of  that  site  for  locating  a 
small-volume  containment  facility  and  provide  the  basis  for  site  rank¬ 
ing,  with  the  greatest  number  of  points  being  most  suitable,  relatively 
speaking.  For  comparison  purposes.  Table  11  also  Includes  the  public 
sites  previously  screened  In  the  Interim  Report  (the  letter  "P"  appears 
before  each  site).  As  with  Connecticut  sites.  New  York  sites  are  ranked 
two  ways:  (1)  within  each  site  category,  and  (2)  over  all  35  New  York 
sites,  public  and  private. 

1.21  Table  12  summarizes  the  results  of  the  secondary  screening 
analysis  showing  the  average  points  and  range  of  points  scored  in  each 
site  category.  Sites  scoring  highest  tended  to  be  In  category  #8  (pub¬ 
lic  sites  from  Interim  Report).  Sites  scoring  the  lowest  tended  to  be 
in  category  #1  (shallow  water  areas).  Table  13  shows  the  distribution 
of  site  scores  Indicating  the  highest  scores  In  the  range  80  to  90% 
with  most  sites  scoring  within  the  range  40  to  70%. 

1.22  Table  14  presents  the  sites,  or  site  groups,  that  scored 
within  the  top  ten  of  all  35  New  York  sites.  As  in  the  Interim  Report, 
the  two  highest  ranking  sites  are  located  near  the  Throgs  Neck  Bridge. 

In  addition,  all  other  sites  within  these  top  ten,  except  for  site  7-3 
(Colonial  Sand  &  Stone)  In  Hempstead  Harbor,  are  clustered  around  the 
Throgs  Neck  Bridge  vicinity.  Figure  4  shows  the  approximate  locations 
of  these  sites,  or  site  groups.  Further  discussion  concerning  these 
sites,  as  well  as  more  detailed  maps,  are  presented  In  a  later  section 
of  this  report. 
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TABLE  11  (Cont.) 

SUMMARY  MATRIX  FOR  SITE-SPECIFIC  EVALUATION  OF  POTENTIAL  SITES  IN  NEW  YORK 


46 


I 


Total  Mnti  (WO) 

(ttitMn  $lt»  Croup) 
ftantlnp  (0»tral),  JSSftat) 


TABLE  12 


SUMMARY  OF  SECONDARY  SITING  ANALYSIS 
IN  NEW  YORK 


Site  Group 

No. 

Sites 

Average 

Pts.  Scored 

% 

Score 

Range  of 
Pts.  Scored 

Total  Pts. 
Possible 

1. 

Shallow  Water  Sites 

2 

106 

(120) 

22% 

(20%) 

101-110 

(117-123) 

480 

(590) 

2. 

Treatment  Plants 

4 

245 

(292) 

51% 

(49%) 

201-335 

(235-409) 

480 

(590) 

3. 

Power  Plants 

0 

(:) 

(-) 

(  :  ) 

(  -  ) 

4. 

Corps.  Nav.  Proj. 

8 

230 

(268) 

48% 

(45%) 

155-370 

(159-470) 

480 

(590) 

5. 

Ind.  Discharges 

0 

H 

(-) 

(  -  ) 

(  -  ) 

6. 

Pet.  Facilities 

3 

235 

(279) 

49% 

(47%) 

170-284 

(220-339) 

480 

(590) 

7. 

Sand  i  Gravel 

2 

262 

(288) 

55% 

(49%) 

203-320 

(210-365) 

480 

(590) 

8. 

Public  Sites* 

16 

311 

(356) 

65% 

(60%) 

206-388 

(242-429) 

480 

(590) 

Total 

35 

(35) 

480 

(590) 

(  )  Criteria  Points  Scored  Under  Second  Set  of  Weighting  Factors 

*  Public  Sites  Previously  Analyzed  in  Interim  Report 
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TABLE  14 

TOP  TEN  RANKING  SITES  IN  NEW  YORK 


Rank 

Score 

% 

Site 

No. 

Name  of  Site 

Waterway 

Quad 

Map  No. 

1 

81 

PI -5 

Fort  Totten 

Little  Neck  Bay 

1 

2 

. 

PI -4 

U.S.  Merchant  Marine  Ac. 

Little  Neck  Bay 

1 

3 

77 

4-5 

Dike 

Flushing  Bay 

1 

4 

77 

P2-6 

New  York  State  Merchant 
Marine  Ac. 

East  River 

1 

5 

74 

P3-39 

Little  Bay  Park 

East  River 

1 

6(a) 

72 

Pl-7 

U.S.  Military  Reservation 

Long  Is.  Sound 

1 

(b) 

72 

P3-43 

Ferry  Point  Park 

East  River 

1 

7 

70 

2-12 

Tallman  Island* 

East  River 

1 

8 

69 

PI -6 

U.S.  Naval  Reservation 

East  River 

1 

9 

67 

P4-5 

P3-44 

Pelham  Bay  Park 

Pelham  Bay  Park 

East  Chester  Bay 

! 

1 

10 

67 

7-3 

■  ■■  ■  ,  ■■ 

Colonial  Sand  &  Stone 

Hempstead  H. 

1 

*  Municipal  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant 


SENSITIVITY  ANALYSIS  FOR  CRITERIA  WEIGHTING  FACTORS 

1.23  Shown  below  again  are  the  secondary  siting  criteria  used 
for  Step  3  evaluations: 


Site  Specific  Criterion 

Weighting  Factors 

ID _ (2)* 

Change 

1. 

Proximity  of  Site  to  Significant 
Ecological  Areas 

10 

10 

0 

2. 

Bathymetry  of  Site/Available  Volume 

9 

+1 

3. 

Exposure  Considerations 

7 

7 

4. 

Soil /Foundation  Characteristics 
of  Site 

7 

2 

-5 

5. 

Existing  and  Potential  Land  Use 

6 

7 

+1 

6. 

Volume  and  Type  of  Dredged  Material 
Available  for  Containment 

4 

9 

+5 

7. 

Compatibility  with  Adjacent  Land/ 
Re-use  Potential 

2 

7 

+5 

8. 

Proximity  of  Site  to  Cultural 
Resources 

2 

2 

0 

9. 

Use  of  Site  for  Existing  or  Historic 
Dredged  Material  Disposal 

1 

5 

+4 

*  An  explanation  for  the  second  set  of  weighting  factors  Is  given 
on  the  following  page. 


1.24  Step  3  of  the  siting  methodology  uses  two  distinct  sets  of 
numerical  values  and  care  should  be  taken  not  to  confuse  them.  Weight¬ 
ing  Factors  are  assigned  to  the  criteria  listed  above  according  to  the 
estimated  relative  Importance  of  each  factor.  Criteria  Points  represent 
the  physical  and  geographic  characteristics  of  the  alternative  sites. 

In  relation  to  optimal  conditions.  In  the  summary  matrix  tables,  these 
two  numbers  are  multiplied  for  each  entry  for  the  respective  alternative 
sites.  (Details  for  the  criteria  point  calculation  system  are  presented 
In  Appendix  A.) 


1.25  In  the  application  of  the  siting  methodology  to  public  sites 
In  the  Interim  Report,  It  became  clear  that  the  prioritizing  of  screen¬ 
ing  criteria,  l.e.,  the  weighting  of  criteria  Importance,  Is  a  subjective 
process  and  should  be  based  on  a  coordinated  effort  between  the  Corps 
and  the  various  concerned  agencies.  Institutions,  environmental  groups 
and  general  public.  Although  such  Involvement  was  not  Included  In  the 
present  contract,  the  Corps  will  consider  such  Input  In  later  stages  of 
this  Investigation.  Towards  the  goal  of  better  understanding  the  Import¬ 
ance  of  the  weighting  factors  In  determining  site  acceptability,  a  sensi¬ 
tivity  analysis  of  the  criteria  weighting  factors  Is  presented  In  this 
report  for  all  sites  examined  under  the  secondary  screening  process. 

1.26  The  weighting  factors  shown  above  Include  two  sets.  The 
first  set  is  that  used  in  the  Interim  Report  and  in  evaluating  the  addi¬ 
tional  sites  in  this  report.  The  second  set  is  the  result  of  a  re- 
evaluation  of  the  siting  criteria  by  the  planning  team  based  on  the  re¬ 
sults  of  the  secondary  siting  exercise.  In  specifying  the  first  set  of 
weighting  factors,  the  heaviest  weight  was  given  to  ecological  impact 
considerations  relative  to  all  other  factors.  Weights  for  the  remain¬ 
ing  eight  criteria  were  spread  over  the  range  from  9  to  1,  as  shown 
above.  For  the  new  set  of  weighting  factors,  criteria  addressing  the 
engineering/economic  (#2,6)  and  compatibility  (#5,7,9)  factors  were 
given  additional  weight  relative  to  the  ecological  Impact  criterion. 

Less  weight  was  given  to  soil/foundation  characteristics  (#4)  due  to 
lack  of  adequate  and  consistent  data  on  submarine  soils.  Finally,  the 
weighting  factors  for  criteria  #1,  3  and  8  were  judged  to  be  appropriate 
relative  to  the  remaining  criteria. 

1.27  Using  the  second  set  of  weighting  factors  (which  lend  greater 
emphasis  to  engineering,  economic,  and  land  use  compatibility  factors  rela¬ 
tive  to  environmental  impact  considerations)  new  suiunary  matrix  tables 
were  prepared  for  Connecticut  and  New  York  sites.  Tables  15  and  16  com¬ 
pare  the  total  points  scored,  the  percent  of  total  possible  points 
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TABLE  15  (Cont.) 
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scored  (480  for  method  (1)  and  590  for  method  (2)),  and  the  overall 
ranking  of  each  site  for  the  two  sets  of  weighting  factors  for  Connecticut 
and  New  York,  respectively.  In  addition  to  the  comparisons  shown  In 
Tables  15  and  16,  Tables  7,  8,  12  and  13  previously  presented  allow  further 
observations  to  be  made  on  the  sensitivity  of  site  scoring  to  changes  In 
the  weighting  factors. 

1.28  On  an  overall  basis,  the  average  percent  scores  of  each  site 
category  did  not  change  appreciably,  nor  did  the  distribution  of  site 
scores  based  on  percent  of  total.  In  short,  the  sensitivity  of  the  secon¬ 
dary  screening  and  ranking  process  does  not  appear  to  be  significant,  at 
least  based  on  the  two  sets  of  weighting  factors  tested.  Table  17  presents 
a  cross  reference  of  site  ranking  for  the  sites  originally  ranked  In  the 
top  ten  for  Connecticut  and  New  York  (see  Tables  9  and  14).  It  is  observed 
that,  except  for  sites  1-5,  and  PI -10  in  Connecticut  and  site  7-3  in 
New  York,  the  group  of  sites  ranked  In  the  top  ten  In  each  state  remain 
the  same,  although  the  order  of  ranking  within  each  group  changes. 

1.29  Sites  that  scored  lower  under  the  second  set  of  weighting 
factors,  such  as  1-5  In  Connecticut,  and  Pl-5  and  Pl-7  In  New  York, 
did  so  primarily  due  to  one  or  all  of  the  following  reasons:  (1)  these 
sites  originally  scored  high  under  the  soils/foundation  criterion,  but 
the  weighting  factor  for  this  criterion  was  substantially  reduced;  or  (2), 
these  sites  originally  scored  low  under  the  criteria  for  available  DM 
volume  needing  containment,  land  reuse  potential,  or  historical  DM  dis¬ 
posal,  and  the  weighting  factors  for  these  criteria  were  substantially 
Increased.  Sites  that  scored  higher  under  the  second  set  of  weighting 
factors,  such  as  3-13  In  Connecticut  and  P3-39,  P4-5  and  P3-44  In  New 
York  did  so  for  the  opposite  of  the  reasons  given  above. 

1.30  As  previously  stated,  the  specification  of  weighting  factors 
has  Involved  a  certain  amount  of  subjective  reasoning  on  the  part  of  the 


planning  team.  Although  the  sensitivity  of  the  site  criteria  scores  based 
on  the  two  sets  of  weighting  factors  used  above  was  not  significant,  the 
order  of  ranking  did  change  somewhat.  The  identification  of  sites  worth 
serious  examination  for  building  a  containment  structure  may  best  be  ap¬ 
proached  by  selecting  sites  that  score  well  under  two  or  more  sets  of 
weighting  factors,  as  those  sites  given  in  Table  17.  Further  tests  of 
weighting  factor  sensitivity  should  be  made  based  on  Input  from  concerned 
agencies,  municipalities,  environmental  groups,  etc. 

ANALYSIS  OF  THE  TOP  TEN  RANKED  SITE  GROUPS  IN  CONNECTICUT 

1.31  The  use  of  the  primary  screening  analysis  (Step  2)  reduced 
the  number  of  public  (133)  and  additional  (121)  sites  from  a  total  of 
254  to  84  for  secondary  analysis  (49  in  Connecticut).  The  secondary 
analysis  (Step  3)  ranked  the  selected  alternatives  in  the  relative  order 
of  desirability  Independently  for  Connecticut  and  New  York  sites.  This 
section  presents  maps  and  sunmarlzes  the  site-specific  information  for 
each  site  or  site  group  which  ranked  within  the  top  ten  for  both  weight¬ 
ing  factor  methods  previously  presented. 

1.32  Table  18  presents  the  top  ten  site  groups  in  Connecticut. 

A  site  group  includes  at  least  one  site  which  scored  within  the  top  ten 
under  both  sets  of  weighting  factors.  For  each  site  group,  there  is  an 
accompanying  location  map  and  a  brief  sunmary  description  of  the  site 
group.  Appendix  B  presents  tables  for  each  site  which  summarize  the 
site-specific  information  used  to  develop  the  secondary  screening  analy¬ 
sis. 

Site  Group  No,  1  -  New  Haven  Harbor 


1.33  Site  Group  No.  1  consists  of  a  public  site  (Bayview  Park) 
previously  analyzed  in  the  Interim  Report,  two  municipal  wastewater 
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treatment  plants,  and  an  industrial  discharge  (Sargent  4  Co.).  This 
area  is  located  away  from  residential  areas,  is  surrounded  by  major 
roadways,  and  the  containment  area  (shown  by  the  shaded  areas  in  Fig¬ 
ure  5)  would  be  near  but  would  not  interfere  with  the  major  navigation¬ 
al  channel  and  anchorage  areas.  This  area  is  near  waterfowl  nesting 
areas  and  shellfish  beds  (closed),  but  is  located  away  from  wetlands. 

The  combined  total  volume  of  the  site  available  for  containment  of 
dredged  material  is  estimated  at  almost  7  million  cubic  yards  distribut¬ 
ed  over  a  surface  area  of  about  275  acres.  (An  average  maximum  height 
of  confined  dredged  material  of  10  feet  above  Mean  Sea  Level  was  assumed.) 
The  site  is  located  in  the  New  Haven  Quaid  #29  which  contains  the  highest 
projected  volume  of  dredged  material  for  all  Connecticut  Quads  (348,000 
cy/year  or  3,480,000  cy  in  ten  years).  This  area  is  located  in  a  low 
wave  energy  and  a  non-critical  erosion  zone,  and  the  containment  dikes 
would  serve  to  protect  the  adjacent  roadways  and  low  lying  structures. 

The  sediment  characteristics  of  the  site  consist  of  a  fine  sand  and  silt 
mixture,  and  thus  the  foundation  bearing  capacity  is  likely  to  be  poor. 

The  land  use  within  a  1-mile  radius  of  the  site  consists  of  30%  residen¬ 
tial,  10%  recreational,  20%  industrial,  10%  wetland,  and  20%  open  space. 
The  site  is  isolated  from  the  residential  areas  by  a  major  interstate 
highway,  institutional  (treatment  plants),  and  open  lands.  The  areawide 
plan  indicates  the  need  for  a  recreation  facility  near  the  proposed  con¬ 
tainment  site.  This  creates  the  possibility  of  integrating  a  small  boat 
marina  and  associated  recreational  facilities  with  the  containment  facil¬ 
ity. 

Site  Group  No,  2  -  New  Haven  Harbor 

1.34  Site  Group  No.  2  consists  of  two  local  public  parks  (East 
Shore  and  Nathan  Hale  Parks),  the  New  Haven  East  Side  Wastewater  treat¬ 
ment  plant,  and  United  Illuminating's  English  power  station.  These 
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port  quadrangle  Is  about  90,000  cy/year  or  900,000  cy  in  ten  years.  Land 
use  surrounding  the  harbor  entrance  consists  of  16%  residential,  16%  rec¬ 
reational,  4.5%  commercial,  22%  Industrial,  6.5%  wetlands,  15%  public, 
and  20%  open  space.  Access  to  sites  on  either  side  of  the  harbor  entrance 
Is  good  by  both  water  and  land.  The  area-wide  plan  calls  for  expansion 
of  oil  storage  facilities  and  development  of  the  Pleasure  Beach  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities  (marina).  Properly  designed  containment  facilities 
could  be  made  compatible  with  such  uses. 

Site  Group  No.  4  -  New  London 

1.36  Site  Group  No.  4  consists  of  a  public  site  (U.S.  Coast  Guard 
Academy)  and  the  Riverside  wastewater  treatment  plant  on  the  west  bank  of 
the  Thames  River  about  5  miles  upstream  from  the  entrance  to  LIS.  This 
area  is  a  mixture  of  land  uses,  including  about  50%  residential,  10% 
recreational,  10%  conmerclal,  5%  industrial,  10%  institutional,  and  15% 
open  space.  Railroad  tracks  run  along  the  entire  length  of  river  short- 
front  on  both  banks.  Shellfish  beds  (closed?)  exist  along  the  river- 
bank.  The  combined  total  volume  of  areas  shown  in  Figure  7  is  about  2.4 
million  cubic  yards  over  a  surface  area  of  about  100  acres.  The  project¬ 
ed  annual  dredging  within  the  New  London  quadrangle  is  about  160,000  cy/ 
year  or  1,600,000  cy  in  ten  years.  Sediments  are  composed  primarily  of 
fine  sands  and  silts,  and  thus  offer  relatively  poor  foundation  support, 
as  is  true  of  most  sites  examined  in  Connecticut.  Land  created  by  a 
containment  structure  could  be  used  to  create  riverfront  parkland,  wild¬ 
life  areas,  or  light  industrial  use. 

Site  Group  No.  5  -  New  Haven  Harbor 

1.37  Site  Group  No.  5  is  a  conglomerate  of  oil  handling  and  stor¬ 
age  facilities  on  the  upper  east  side  of  New  Haven  Harbor.  Although 
this  site  scored  high  under  most  criteria,  the  existence  of  deepwater 
docking  facilities  along  most  of  the  shorefront,  as  well  as  the  lack 

of  adequate  available  containment  areas,  makes  this  site  unacceptable 
for  a  containment  site. 
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Site  Group  No.  6  -  Branford  Harbor 

1.38  Site  Group  No.  6  Is  actually  a  single  shallow  water  site 
(Kelsey  Island)  near  Branford  Harbor  as  shown  on  Figure  8.  According 
to  Table  18  and  the  previous  analysis  on  weighting  factor  sensitivity, 
this  site  dropped  from  fifth  place  under  the  first  set  of  weighting 
factors  to  twenty- fourth. pi ace  under  the  second  set,  which  places  great¬ 
er  emphasis  on  economic  and  re-use  factors.  In  addition,  this  site 
scored  the  highest  of  all  eighteen  shallow  water  areas  primarily  be¬ 
cause  of  the  favorable  sediment  characteristics  (rock)  for  foundation 
support,  however,  the  weighting  factor  for  soil  characteristics  was 
substantially  reduced.  The  Kelsey  Island  site  Is  surrounded  by  resi¬ 
dential,  recreational,  and  open  space.  Shellfish  beds  are  located  at 
the  site.  The  approximate  volume  of  the  containment  site  Is  2  million 
cubic  yards  over  an  area  of  about  62  acres.  The  projected  annual  dredg¬ 
ing  In  the  Branford  quadrangle  is  about  29,000  cy/year  or  290,000  cy 

In  ten  years.  Potential  use  of  this  site  would  be  most  probable  as  open 
land  for  wildlife  refuge. 

Site  Group  No.  7  -  New  Haven  Harbor 

1.39  Site  Group  No.  7  consists  of  the  West  Haven  wastewater  treat¬ 
ment  plant  and  a  nearby  breakwater  on  the  west  side  of  New  Haven  Harbor 
(see  Figure  5).  It  is  observed  from  Table  18  that  the  treatment  plant 
site  (2-24)  scored  relatively  low  on  the  ranking  scale  (16th)  compared 
to  the  adjacent  breakwater  site  (4-1 7a)  which  ranked  6th  and  8th  under 
the  two  sets  of  weighting  factors.  The  difference  In  scoring  Is  prim¬ 
arily  due  to  the  greater  available  volume  and  surface  area  of  site  4-17a. 
Together,  the  volume  of  these  sites  Is  about  4  million  cubic  yards,  over 
a  surface  area  of  about  186  acres.  The  shoreline  along  this  site  Is 
characterized  primarily  by  residential  use,  recreational  land,  water 
related  connerclal,  open  space,  and  the  municipal  wastewater  treat¬ 
ment  facility.  The  shallow  area  enclosed  within  the  shaded  zone  shown 
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FIGURE  3  Location  of  Potential  Contaiwent  Site  near  Branford  Harbor 


In  Figure  5  Is  coincident  with  shellfish  beds.  The  site  Is  exposed  to 
moderate  wave  energy  and  Is  In  a  known  critical  erosion  area.  Sediments 
consists  of  fine  sands  and  silts.  Access  to  this  site  by  land  Is  limit¬ 
ed  to  secondary,  residential  roads.  There  Is  presently  no  access  chan¬ 
nel  by  water.  The  areawide  plan  calls  for  creation  of  new  public  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities  (marina,  fishing  pier,  etc.),  which  could  be  Integrated 
with  a  properly  planned  containment  facility. 

Site  Group  No.  8  -  New  Haven  Harbor 

1.40  The  last  site  group  containing  sites  which  scored  within  the 
top  ten  of  all  Connecticut  sites  consists  of  two  oil  processing  facili¬ 
ties  (6-16  and  6-17)  located  In  the  northwest  comer  of  New  Haven  Harbor 
off  City  Point.  The  volume  of  this  site  is  about  one  million  cubic  yards 
over  an  area  of  about  44  acres.  The  surrounding  land  use  Is  a  mixture 
of  residential,  comnerlcal,  Industrial  (oil  facilities),  and  open  space 
adjacent  to  a  highway  Interchange.  There  is  good  access  to  this  site 
both  by  land  and  water.  Exposure  considerations  are  minimal.  Shellfish 
beds  exist  at  the  site  and  a  wetlands  area  Is  located  just  to  the  north, 
but  not  Immediately  adjacent  to,  the  site.  The  re-use  potential  of  this 
site  Is  very  high  as  either  recreational,  commercial  or  industrial  space. 

ANALYSIS  OF  THE  TOP  TEN  RANKED  SITE  GROUPS  IN  NEW  YORK 

1.41  Table  19  presents  the  top  ten  site  groups  in  New  York.  For 
each  site  group,  there  Is  an  accompanying  location  map  and  a  brief  sum¬ 
mary  description  of  the  site  group.  Appendix  B  presents  tables  for  each 
site  which  summarizes  the  site-specific  Information  used  to  develop  the 
secondary  screening  analysis. 

Site  Group  No.  1  -  Upper  East  River/Little  Neck  Bay 

1.42  Site  Group  No.  1  consists  of  the  Fort  Totten  military  base  at 
Millets  Point  and  the  adjacent  Little  Bay  Park  under  the  southern  approach 
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TABLE  19 


TOP  TEN  SITE  GROUPS  IN  NEW  YORK 


Group 

No. 

Ranking 

_ m _ 

Site  No. 

Name  of  Site 

1 

1 

3 

PI -5 

Fort  Totten 

5 

2 

P3-39 

Little  Bay  Park 

2 

2 

4 

PI -4 

U.S.  Merchant  Marine  Ac. 

3 

3 

1 

4-5 

Dike,  Flushing  Bay 

4 

5 

P2-6 

New  York  State  Merchant 

4 

8 

10 

Pl-6 

Marine  Ac. 

U.S.  Naval  Reservation 

5 

6(a) 

9 

PI -7 

U.S.  Military  Reservation 

6 

6(b) 

7 

P3-43 

Ferry  Point  Park 

7 

7 

8 

2-12 

Tallman  Island* 

8 

9 

6 

P4-5 

P3-44 

Pelham  Bay  Park 

Pelham  Bay  Park 

9 

10 

12 

7-3 

Colonial  Sand  &  Stone 

* 


Municipal  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant 


to  the  Throgs  Neck  BHdge  (see  Figure  9).  The  surrounding  land  use  Is 
made  up  of  about  50%  residential.  20%  recreational.  5%  Industrial.  10% 
open  space,  and  15%  military.  The  residential  areas  are  Isolated  from 
the  shoreline  for  the  most  part  by  the  Cross  Island  Parkway  and  bridge 
access  ramps.  The  total  volume  estimated  to  be  available  for  contain¬ 
ment  Is  about  10  million  cubic  yards  over  a  combined  surface  area  of 
330  acres.  This  site  group  Is  located  In  the  Flushing  quadrangle, 
which  has  an  estimated  projected  annual  dredging  volume  of  140,000  cy/ 
year  or  1,400,000  cy  In  ten  years.  Exposure  considerations  at  this 
site  are  minimal.  Sediment  characteristics  consist  of  fine  to  coarse 
sands.  Access  by  both  water  and  land  Is  considered  excellent.  Although 
there  are  no  significant  ecological  areas  associated  with  these  sites, 
the  location  is  a  major  flyway  for  birds  and  as  such  should  be  consider¬ 
ed  for  reuse  as  a  bird  feeding  area  or  wildlife  habitat.  The  reuse  po¬ 
tential  of  these  sites  is  also  considered  excellent  for  new  recreation¬ 
al,  light  industrial,  or  institutional  expansion. 

Site  Group  No.  2  -  Kings  Point 


1.43  Site  Group  No.  2  is  actually  a  single  site  Pl-4,  the  U.S. 
Merchant  Marine  Academy  at  Kings  Point  near  the  mouth  of  Little  Neck 
Bay  (see  Figure  9).  Although  this  site  scored  high,  the  existence  of 
docks  along  the  entire  shorefront  of  the  site,  as  well  as  surrounding 
residential  lands  and  the  absence  of  major  highways  or  industrial/com¬ 
mercial  uses  makes  this  site  appear  less  suitable  for  a  containment 
facility  after  a  closer  examination. 

Site  Group  No.  3  -  Flushing  Bay 

1.44  Site  Group  No.  3  consists  of  a  single  site  4-5  located  at  La 
Guardia  Airport  in  Flushing  Bay,  as  shown  In  Figure  10.  There  are  no 
known  significant  ecological  areas  in  proximity  to  this  site  (water  qual 
ity  In  this  area  is  poor).  The  volume  estimated  for  this  site  is  about 
10  million  cubic  yards,  over  an  area  of  about  360  acres.  Exposure  con¬ 
siderations  at  this  site  are  minimal.  Land  use  in  the  surrounding  area 
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FIGURE  10  Location  of  Potential  Site  at  Flushing  Bay 
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consists  primarily  of  commercial  (airport),  residential  (College  Point) 
with  some  Industrial  and  open  space.  Access  by  both  water  and  land  Is 
very  good.  Because  of  weak  foundation  conditions,  this  area  could  not 
be  used  for  runway  expansion,  nor  could  this  area  be  used  as  a  wildlife 
sanctuary  due  to  the  adjacent  airport.  Possible  uses  could  Include,  how¬ 
ever,  a  buffer  zone  between  residences  and  the  airport  runway,  expansion 
of  airport  support  facilities,  or  light  Industrial  or  commercial  use 
utilizing  the  adjacent  ship  channel. 

Site  Group  No.  4  -  Throgs  Neck 

1.45  Site  Group  No.  4  consists  of  the  New  York  State  Maritime 
College  (P2-6)  and  the  adjacent  U.S.  Naval  Reservation  (Pl-6)  on  Throgs 
Neck  (see  Figure  9).  The  site  shown  Is  located  away  from  high  residen¬ 
tial  areas,  does  not  obstruct  navigation  channels,  and  is  located  direct¬ 
ly  under  the  Throgs  Neck  Bridge.  There  are  no  significant  ecological 
areas  associated  with  this  site.  The  estimated  volume  available  for 
containment  is  about  7  million  cubic  yards  over  a  surface  area  of  about 
100  acres.  Exposure  conditions  are  judged  to  be  minimal  at  this  loca¬ 
tion.  Soil  characteristics  consist  of  a  fine  and  coarse  sand  mixture. 

The  land  use  mixture  for  the  adjacent  shore  area  consists  of  70%  resi¬ 
dential,  20%  open  space,  and  10%  Institutional.  The  residential  area 
located  at  Locust  Point  may  play  an  important  opposing  role  in  planning 
a  containment  structure  at  this  site.  Much  of  the  shoreline  area  at 
Locust  Point  Is  used  for  small  boat  piers  and  may  interfere  with  the 
construction  of  containment  In  the- area.  However,  compatibility  with 
the  Locust  Point  residents  may  be  realized  by  constructing  additional 
facilities  and  piers  for  boats  along  the  containment  dike  which  would 
enhance  the  future  value  of  the  surrounding  lands.  The  land  reuse  po¬ 
tential  for  New  York  State  Maritime  College  (2-6)  has  pro  and  con  as¬ 
pects.  The  New  York  location  Is  characterized  by:  (1)  a  lack  of  ad¬ 
jacent  industrial  or  commercial  use  In  the  imnediate  area,  (2)  although 
Route  296  Is  nearby,  Imnediate  site  access  Is  by  secondary  roads  through 
residential  areas,  and  (3)  small  boat  docking  facilities  are  located 
nearby.  The  areawide  plan  for  this  section  of  the  Bronx  (District  10) 
has  Identified  the  need  for  additional  industrial  area.  The  scarcity 
of  industrial  lands  makes  the  development  of  light  industry  conceivable 
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for  containment  area  reuse.  The  potential  use  of  the  site  for  indus¬ 
trial  purposes  would  also  help  Improve  employment  opportunities  In  this 
highly  urbanized  area. 

Site  Group  No.  5  -  Hart  Island 

1.46  Site  Group  No.  5  Is  a  single  public  site  (PI-7),  a  U.S. 
Military  Reservation  on  Hart  Island  as  shown  In  Figure  11.  This  site 
is  In  close  proximity  to  City  Island  and  Orchard  Beach  at  Pelham  Bay 
Park.  Thus,  the  area  Is  surrounded  by  residential  and  recreational 
shoreline  uses.  Shell  fishing  In  this  area  is  closed  due  to  consist¬ 
ently  poor  water  quality.  Wave  exposure  Is  moderate  and  much  of  the 
shoreline  is  subject  to  critical  erosion.  The  estimated  volume  of 
this  site  Is  about  1  million  cubic  yards  over  a  surface  area  of  about 
34  acres.  The  New  York  City  Coastal  Zone  Management  Plan  has  identi¬ 
fied  the  need  for  an  artificial  Island  for  recreational  purposes  as 
well  as  a  barrier  for  flood  protection  for  City  Island  and  Pelham  Bay 
Park.  A  containment  facility  located  approximately  as  shown  in  Fig¬ 
ure  11  could  serve  these  purposes. 

Site  Group  No.  6  -  Ferry  Point  Park 

1.47  Site  Group  No.  6  consists  of  the  public  site  P3-43,  Ferry 
Point  Park,  located  adjacent  to  the  Whitestone  Bridge  on  the  north 
shore  of  the  Upper  East  River  (see  Figure  12).  As  observed,  this  site 
Is  primarily  surrounded  by  open  parkland,  the  land  use  breakdown  being 
30%  residential,  50%  recreational,  10%  commercial/industrial,  and  10% 
open  space.  There  are  no  significant  ecological  areas  at  or  near  this 
site.  Exposure  conditions  are  minimal.  The  total  volume  of  the  site 
Is  about  3.3  million  cubic  yards  over  an  area  of  about  120  acres. 
Sediments  In  this  area  consist  of  fine  sands  and  silt.  Access  by  both 
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FIGURE  12  Location  of  Potential  Sites  in  Upper  East  River 
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water  and  lund  Is  considered  good.  In  view  of  the  present  adjacent  public 
park  area,  the  only  reasonable  reuse  of  this  site  would  be  expansion  of 
the  park  areas  for  recreation  or  wildlife  refuge.  Contrary  to  this,  how¬ 
ever,  the  areawide  plan  calls  for  additional  residential  building  space 
In  this  part  of  the  Bronx. 

Site  Group  No.  7  -  Tallman  Island 


1.48  Also  shown  In  Figure  12  Is  Site  Group  No.  7  which  Is  the 
Tallman  Island  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant  (site  2-12)  which  Is  located 
directly  across  the  East  River  from  Ferry  Point  Park.  Despite  the 
presence  of  the  treatment  plant,  most  of  the  shoreline  around  Powell 
Cove  Is  high  density  residential  with  some  open  space  along  the  shore¬ 
line,  which  Is  considered  to  be  an  incompatibility  for  a  containment 
facility.  This  site,  therefore,  is  not  recommended  for  further  detailed 
evaluation. 

Site  Group  No.  8  -  Pelham  Bay  Park 

1.49  Site  Group  No.  8  is  the  Pelham  Bay  Park  in  the  Bronx  along 
the  shoreline  of  Eastchester  Bay.  Much  of  the  shoreline  of  this  site 
was  filled  In  with  construction  fill  and  previously  disposed  dredged  ma¬ 
terial  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  area  outlined  in  Figure  11  has  an 
estimated  containment  volume  of  about  3  million  cubic  yards  over  an  area 
of  about  100  acres.  Besides  wetlands  located  across  the  Hutchinson  River 
channel,  there  are  no  significant  ecological  areas  associated  with  this 
site.  Portions  of  the  shoreline  are  presently  bulkheaded,  and  there  are 
no  severe  exposure  conditions.  Sediments  are  composed  of  mud,  silt,  and 
fine  sands.  The  land  use  surrounding  this  site  consists  of  about  40%  resi¬ 
dential,  40%  recreational,  and  20%  industrial.  Access  by  land  and  water 
appears  good.  As  with  the  Ferry  Point  Park  site,  the  reuse  of  this  site 
would  primarily  be  expansion  of  recreational  land,  however,  again  the 
area-wide  plan  calls  for  Increased  residential  space. 
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1.50  Site  Group  No.  9  Is  site  7-3,  which  Is  the  large  Colonial 
Sand  and  Stone  mining  operation  on  the  west  shore  of  Hempstead  Harbor 
(see  Figure  13).  The  surrounding  area  Is  a  wide  mixture  of  uses.  Includ¬ 
ing  30%  residential,  18%  recreational,  2%  commercial,  28%  Industrial,  5% 
public,  and  17%  open  space.  There  are  no  significant  ecological  areas 
associated  with  this  site.  Exposure  conditions  are  negligible.  There 

Is  some  concern  for  the  economic  and  engineering  feasibility  of  trans¬ 
porting  dredged  material  to  this  site  from  areas  outside  of  Hempstead 
Harbor  due  to  the  location  and  shallow,  confined  nature  of  lower  Hemp¬ 
stead  Harbor.  However,  the  shipping  channels  do  allow  the  transport  of 
petroleum  barges  to  oil  facilities  in  Roslyn  at  the  southern  tip  of 
Hempstead  Harbor.  The  area-wide  plan  calls  for  the  reclamation  of  the 
sand  pits  for  recreation  space  and  facilities.  This  would  require  up¬ 
land  disposal  of  dredged  material  which  was  not  addressed  under  this 
study.  However,  a  shorefront  containment  site  could  add  additional  open 
space  for  recreational  use.  The  total  volume  of  the  site  shown  In  Fig¬ 
ure  13  Is  about  3.5  million  cubic  yards  over  a  surface  area  of  about  116 
acres. 

SUMMARY 

1.51  A  total  of  254  sites  have  been  examined  under  both  the  Interim 
(133  sites)  and  Addendum  (121  sites)  Studies.  A  summary  of  the  siting  an¬ 
alysis  is  shown  In  Table  20.  Out  of  the  254  sites  examined,  84  passed  the 
primary  screening  test.  The  purpose  of  this  primary  test  Is  to  eliminate 
those  sites  which  are  clearly  not  acceptable  for  hosting  a  containment  fa¬ 
cility.  The  remaining  84  sites  were  examined  In  greater  detail  under  the 
secondary  screening  process.  The  purpose  of  this  secondary  test  Is  to 
screen  a  large  number  of  sites  having  recognized  potential  using  general 
criteria  and  macro-scale  data.  The  criteria  point  evaluation  is  used 


FIGURE  13  Location  of  Potential  Site  in  Hempstead  Harbor 
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TABLE  20 

SUMMARY  OF  SITING  ANALYSIS 


Connecticut 

New  York 

Totals 

Total  No.  Sites  Analyzed 

126 

128 

254 

No.  Sites  Passing  Primary 
Screening 

49 

35 

84 

No.  Sites  Recommended  for 
Further  Study 

22 

16 

38 

Range  of  Secondaiy  Screen¬ 
ing  Scores  for  Recommend¬ 
ed  Sites 

45X-70* 

60%-80% 

Range  of  Average  Ranking  for 
Recommended  Sites 

1-19 

1-15 

to  rank  sites  surviving  primary  screening  for  relative  acceptability* 
and  to  aid  the  planner  In  judging  the  relative  advantages  or  disad¬ 
vantages  of  one  site  over  another.  Sites  that  rank  among  the  highest 
should  have  great  enough  potential  for  hosting  a  containment  facility 
to  warrant  further  consideration.  Based  on  the  experience  of  the 
planning  team  In  evaluating  the  84  sites  under  secondary  screening.  It 
Is  judged  that  sites  In  Connecticut  that  scored  greater  than  approxi¬ 
mately  45*  of  the  total  criteria  points  possible  and  sites  in  New  York 
that  scored  greater  than  approximately  60*  of  the  total  possible  warrant 
further  consideration.  As  shown  In  Table  20,  there  are  22  sites  In 
Connecticut  that  scored  greater  than  45*  and  these  sites  ranked  within 
the  range  1-19  out  of  126  sites  analyzed.  Likewise,  there  are  16  sites 
in  New  York  that  scored  greater  than  60*  and  these  sites  ranked  within 
the  range  1-15  out  of  128  sites  analyzed.  Table  21  presents  a  list  of 
the  above  sites  recommended  for  further  consideration. 

1.52  In  developing  the  siting  analysis  used  In  this  study*  the 
ultimate  goal  was  to  Identify  those  sl^es  which  came  closest  to  having 
the  characteristics  of  the  Ideal  containment  site.  Such  a  site  could 
be  briefly  defined  by  considering  the  following  major  considerations 
in  developing  a  containment  facility  in  LIS. 

1.  Engineering  Feasibility 

•  Containment  Capacity  -  the  ideal  site  should  have  a  rela¬ 
tively  large  surface  area  and  capacity  for  allowing  future 
expansion.  The  ideal  site  would  have  (of  the  order)  100 
acres  surface  area  and  5  million  cubic  yards  capacity. 

•  Exposure  -  the  ideal  site  should  be  located  in  an  area 
with  low  exposure  to  waves  and  littoral  sediment  transport 
In  order  to  minimize  dike  construction  and  maintenance 
problems.  Such  a  site  would  most  likely  be  located  Inside 
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TABLE  21 

SITES  RECOMMENDED  FOR  FURTHER  CONSIDERATION 


Sand  and  Gravel  Pits  —  -  7-3  Colonial  Sand  &  Stone 

Penn  Ind. 


TABLE  21  (Continued) 

SITES  RECOMMENDED  FOR  FURTHER  CONSIDERATION 


a  harbor.  If  possible,  or  towards  western  LIS  where  wave 
forces  are  minimal. 


•  Access  -  the  Ideal  site  should  have  good  access  from  both 
water  and  land  In  order  to  allow  both  barge  transport  of 
dredged  material  to  the  site,  and  access  from  land  for 
construction,  operation,  and  reuse  purposes.  The  Ideal 
site  would  thus  be  located  near  a  channel  or  deep  water, 
and  adjacent  to  a  major  road  or  highway. 

2.  Optimization  of  Net  Economic  Benefits 

•  Minimize  Construction  Costs  and  Capital  Investment  -  the 
Ideal  site  should  have  a  large  surface  area  relative  to 
the  total  length  and  size  of  the  containment  dikes.  Thus, 
a  round-shaped  containment  area  Is  more  desirable  than  a 
long,  narrow  containment  area.  Also,  the  shoreline  at 
the  site  should  require  a  minimum  of  relocation  of  exist¬ 
ing  structures,  such  as  docks.  In  addition,  a  few  large 
containment  facilities  at  key  centralized  locations  would 
be  much  less  expensive  than  several  small  facilities  lo¬ 
cated  near  every  harbor  along  the  LIS  shoreline. 

•  Minimize  Operation  and  Maintenance  Costs  -  In  addition  to 
the  above  characteristics,  the  ideal  site  should  be  located 
In  low  exposure  areas  to  minimize  maintenance  problems,  it 
should  have  ready  access  from  land  and  water,  and  should  be 
located  such  that  the  distance  from  the  site  to  the  areas 
of  major  dredging  Is  minimized. 

§  Maximize  Re-use  Potential  -  the  ideal  site  should  be  located 
such  that  the  indirect  economic  benefits  from  future  site 
re-use  can  be  maximized.  Thus,  the  site  should  be  located 


adjacent  to  Industrial  or  conmerclal  areas  where  expansion 
Is  possible,  or  where  the  area-wide  plan  calls  for  expan¬ 
sion  of  recreation,  coanerclal  or  Industrial  space. 


3.  Protect  Environment 

•  Physical  Environment  -  the  Ideal  site  should  not  be  located 
In  areas  of  critical  shoreline  erosion.  It  should  not  ob¬ 
struct  navigation,  and  should  not  alter  the  circulation  or 
flushing  of  an  estuary  which  might  Increase  water  quality 
problems. 

•  Biological  Environment  -  the  Ideal  site  should  be  located 
In  an  area  where  there  would  be  minimal  encroachment  on 
important  areas  for  flnflsh  spawning,  shellfish,  lobsters, 
etc. 

•  Chemical  Environment  -  the  ideal  site  should  be  located  such 
that  the  dewatering  effluent  does  not  discharge  to  an  area 
of  poor  flushing,  nor  In  proximity  to  public  bathing  beaches 
or  open  shellfish  beds. 

4.  Protect  Overall  Public  Interest 


•  Puullc  Health  and  Welfare  -  the  Ideal  site  should  be  located 
away  from  residential  areas  where  nuisance  factors  (odors, 
noise.  Indirect  disturbances,  etc.)  would  not  encroach  on 
nearby  residents.  The  site  should  also  not  cause  direct 

or  Indirect  exposure  of  contaminants  to  humans  through 
either  bathing  or  consumption  of  Tlsh  or  shellfish. 

•  Social  Acceptability  -  the  ideal  site  should  not  adversely 
impact  private  property  values,  cultural  resources  or  em¬ 
ployment  levels. 
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5. 


•  Ownership  -  to  alleviate  land  acqulstlon  and  easement  prob¬ 
lems,  the  Ideal  site  should  be  adjacent  to  publicly  owned 
property,  unless  there  Is  a  site  on  private  land  which  Is 
compatible  with  private  Interests. 

•  Land  Use  -  the  Ideal  site  should  be  In  an  area  that  Is  or 
can  be  zoned  for  the  appropriate  future  use  of  the  site. 

1.53  Identification  of  a  site  which  meets  all  of  the  above  require¬ 
ments  at  once  is  difficult  in  LIS  because  of  the  extensive  mixture  of  land 
uses  along  the  Sound,  the  existence  of  Important  ecological  areas  especial¬ 
ly  In  shallow  water  areas  near  the  shoreline,  and  the  fact  that  most  of 
the  truly  compatible  areas  (Industrial,  commercial,  etc.)  are  usually  lo¬ 
cated  Inside  congested  harbors  where  there  is  simply  no  room  for  a  contain¬ 
ment  facility.  These  factors  have  made  the  identification  of  acceptable 
containment  sites  an  Issue  In  itself,  and  has  required  the  development  and 
application  of  a  comprehensive,  systematic  siting  methodology  which  can 
address  the  several  competing  factors  and  identify  areas  worth  serious 
consideration.  It  Is  believed  that  certain  of  the  top  ranked  sites  iden¬ 
tified  in  this  siting  analysis  come  close  to  the  requirements  of  an  ideal 
site.  However,  it  is  stressed  that  the  final  selection  of  a  site  or  suite 
of  sites  for  hosting  a  containment  facility  (ies)  will  require  much  more 
detailed,  site-specific  analysis  of  the  engineering,  economic,  environ¬ 
mental,  legal  and  social -acceptability  factors,  as  well  as  extensive  input 
from  appropriate  local,  state,  city  and  public  agencies  or  groups. 
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APPENDIX  A 


CALCULATION  OF  SECONDARY  CRITERIA  POINTS 


A. 01  The  planning  process  Includes  a  detailed  look  at  each  of  the 
preliminary  sites  to  determine  suitability  based  on  specific  locational 
data.  Step  3  of  the  siting  method  attempts  to  rank  selected  alterna¬ 
tives  In  order  of  desirability.  The  following  factors  were  Incorporated 
In  determining  criteria  points  for  each  alternative  site. 

1.  PROXIMITY  OF  SITE  TO  SIGNIFICANT  ECOLOGICAL  AREAS 

A. 02  Distances  between  potential  shoreline  extension  containment 
sites  and  ecological  areas  are  Important  from  two  standpoints:  (1)  po¬ 
tential  adverse  impacts  from  construction  activities,  and  2)  impacts 
from  potential  leachate  and  dewatering  effluent  from  the  facility. 

While  distances  in  this  case  indicate  downdrift  directions,  points 
should  be  allotted  regardless  of  dominant  local  currents,  to  approxi¬ 
mate  worst  case  conditions.  Points  are  assigned  based  on  the  following 
categories: 

A.  Shellfish  Beds  (distance  in  miles) 

0  to  1  mile  (radius)  :  0  points 

1  to  3  miles  :  1  " 

Greater  than  3  miles  :  2 

B.  Lobster  Locations  (distance  in  miles) 

0  to  1  mile  (radius)  :  0  points 

1  to  3  miles  :  1  " 

Greater  than  3  miles  :  2  " 


A  -1 


C.  Flnflsh  Concentrations  (distance  In  miles) 


0  to  2  miles 
2  to  5  miles 
Greater  than  5  miles 


0  points 
1  " 

2  " 


D.  Waterfowl  Areas  (distance  ;,n  miles) 


0  to  2  miles 
2  to  5  miles 
Greater  than  5  miles 


0  points 
1  " 

2  " 


E.  Wetland  Areas  (distance  in  miles) 


0  to  1/2  mile  :  0  points 

1/2  to  1  mile  :  1  " 

Greater  than  1  mile  :  2  " 


Total  points  for  categories  A  through  E  for  each  alternative  site  and 
record  (maximum  of  10  points  available). 

2.  BATHYMETRY  OF  SITE/AVAILABLE  VOLUME 

A. 03  Average  water  depth,  bottom  slope,  and  available  surface  area 
together  determine  the  total  estimated  capacity  of  a  containment  facility, 
including  room  for  future  expansion.  The  limits  of  available  surface 
area  of  a  potential  site  are  defined  by:  (1)  navigation  channels,  (2) 
adjacent  shoreline/harbor  shapes,  (3)  shorefront  width  of  the  public  site, 
and  (4)  other  restrictions  due  to  non-compatibility  with  adjacent  land 
use  or  ecological  habitats.  For  purposes  of  ranking  alternative  sites, 
the  20  ft.  MLW  depth  contour  is  defined  as  the  offshore  limit  of  the 
containment  area.  Points  are  assigned  based  on  the  following  categor¬ 
ies: 


A-2 


I' 

AD- A  122  969 


DREDGED  MATERIAL  CONTAINMENT  IN  LONG  ISLAND  SOUND  (WITH  f/J 
SPECIAL  EMPHASIS  ON  EASTERN  NEW  YORK  WATERS)  ADDENDUM 
(U)  TETRA  TECH  INC  MELVILLE  NY  d  PAGENKOPF  MAR  81 
'  '  F/G  13/2  NL 


UNCLASSIFIED 


li i  |2_8  12.5 


1.25  11.4 


MICROCOPY  RESOLUTION  TEST  CHART 
NATIONAL  BUREAU  OF  STANDARDS-  1963-A 


A.  Available  Containment  Volume  (cu.  yards) 

(assuming  an  average  height  of  dewatered  material  at  10  feet 
above  MSL) 

Less  than  500,000  :  0  points 

500,001  -  1,000,000  :  1  " 

1,000,001  -  1,500,000  :  2  " 

1,500,001  -  2,000,000  :  3  " 

2,000,001  -  2,500,000  :  4  " 

2,500,001  -  3,000,000  :  5  " 

3,000,001  -  3,500,000  :  6  " 

3,500,001  -  4,000,000  :  7  " 

4,000,001  -  4,500,000  :  8  " 

4,500,001  -  5,000,000  :  9  " 

More  than  5,000,000  :  10  * 

Total  points  for  Category  A  and  record  (maximum  of  10  points  available). 

3.  EXPOSURE  CONSIDERATIONS 

A. 04  Exposure  considerations  Include  wave  energy,  shoreline  erosion 
potential,  flooding  potential,  and  existence  of  endangered  structures.  As 
previously  discussed,  high  wave  energy  will  significantly  Increase  the 
cost  of  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  containment  facility.  Con¬ 
struction  of  a  shoreline  extension  facility  In  a  region  of  critical  shore¬ 
line  erosion  potential  (mainly  open  beaches)  Is  also  undesirable  because 
of  the  potential  creation  of  severe  downdrlft  erosion,  and  undermining  of 
the  dikes.  The  size  and  cost  of  containment  structures  In  areas  of 
severe  flooding  potential  will  Increase  substantially  If  the  site  Is  to 
be  designed  as  safe  for  structures  or  other  uses.  The  existence  of  en¬ 
dangered  structures  of  historically  high  flood  loss  Indicates  the  poten¬ 
tial  for  a  containment  facility  to  serve  as  a  buffer  zone.  Based  on  the 
following  sub-criteria,  the  site  Is  ranked  on  a  scale  of  0  to  10  accord- 


Ing  to  conditions  within  one  mile  on  either  side  of  the  site: 


A.  Wave  Energy 

low  :  3  points 

moderate  :  2  H 

high  :  0 

i 

B.  Critical  Erosion  Area  (percent  of  shoreline) 


0  to  10% 

10%  to  25% 

Over  25% 

C.  Flooding  Potential 

Not  In  flood  plain 
In  flood  plain 

D.  Endangered  Structures 

$0  to  $  10,000 
$10,000  to  $100,000 
Over  $100,000 


3  points 
2 
0 


:  2  points 

:  0 

(combined  present  value) 

:  0  points 

:  1 
:  2 


Total  points  for  categories  A  through  D  and  record  (maximum  of  10  points 
available). 


4.  SOIL/FOUNDATION  CHARACTERISTICS  OF  SITE 


A. 05  As  previously  discussed  In  Section  3,  the  sediment  character* 
Istlcs  at  a  given  location  may  have  a  significant  effect  on:  (1)  design 


A-4 


and  cost  of  containment  dikes,  (2)  structural  stability  of  containment 
areas  for  reuse  as  a  foundation  for  buildings,  and  (3)  leachate  poten> 
tlal  Into  groundwater.  (Also  of  concern  Is  the  characteristics  of 
dredged  sediment  to  be  contained,  which  Is  Included  under  criteria  #6). 
The  following  categories  are  Included: 

A.  Soll/Sedlment  Physical  Characteristics  (USCS  classification) 

PT,  OH,  CH,  MH,  OL,  CL,  ML  :  0  points 

SM,  SC  :  3  “ 

SP,  SW  ,  GC  :  6  " 

GM,  GP,  GW  :  9  11 

B.  Permeability  (relative  dlffusivlty) 

High  :  0  points 

Low  :  1  " 

Total  points  for  categories  A  and  B  and  record  (maximum  of  10  points 
available). 

5.  EXISTING  AND  POTENTIAL  LAND  USE 

A. 06  Land  use  adjacent  to  the  alternative  site  and  within  a  one 
mile  radius  of  the  site  Is  used  to  determine  compatabillty  and  potential 
adverse  Impact.  Points  are  assigned  based  on  the  following  categories: 

A.  Residential  Use  (presence  of) 

No  residential  use  In  area  :  2  points 

Residential  use  Inland  only  :  1  " 

Residential  use  on  shoreline 

within  radius  :  0  " 
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8.  Recreational  Use  (presence  of) 


No  recreational  use  In  area  :  2  points 

Recreational  use  Inland  only  :  1  " 

Recreational  use  on  shoreline 

within  radius  :  0  11 

C.  Commercial  Use  (presence  of) 

Water- related  commercial  use 
Commercial  use  inland  only 
Non-water- related  commercial 
use  on  shoreline  within 
radius 

D.  Industrial  Use  (presence  of) 

Industrial  use  adjacent  to  site  :  2  points 

Industrial  use  within  area  :  1  " 

No  Industrial  use  In  area  :  0  " 

E.  Open  Space  (presence  of) 

Open  space  adjacent  to  site  :  2  points 

Open  space  In  area  :  1  " 

No  open  space  within  radius  :  0  " 

Total  points  for  categories  A  through  E  and  record  for  each  alternative 
(maximum  of  10  points  available). 

6.  VOLUME  AND  TYPES  OF  DREDGED  MATERIAL  AVAILABLE  FOR  CONTAINMENT 

A. 07  Proximity  of  the  containment  site  to  areas  where  major  dredging 


:  2  points 

:  1  " 


:  0  " 


Is  projected  to  occur,  as  well  as  consideration  of  the  volumes  of  dredged 
material  suitable  for  containment  (or  for  other  purposes),  can  signifi¬ 
cantly  Influence  site  desirability.  Criteria  Points  are  assigned  to  al¬ 
ternative  sites  based  on:  (1)  barge  distance  from  site  to  major  dredg¬ 
ing  locations,  and  (2)  volume  of  material  at  major  dredge  sites  suitable 
or  desirable  for  containment.  For  the  preliminary  siting  analysis,  an 
estimate  of  the  percentage  of  projected  dredged  material  expected  to  be 
used  for  beach  nourishment  was  made  based  on  historic  Information  (Appen¬ 
dices  A  and  B).  The  remaining  projected  volume  of  dredged  material  was 
assumed  to  be  desirable  for  containment.  This  criterion  could  be  modi¬ 
fied  to  consider  In  more  detail  the  reuse  potential  of  dredged  material 
In  a  rehandling  facility*  However,  much  more  detailed  data  on  material 
characteristics  and  a  Market  User's  Survey  would  be  required  before  such 
criteria  could  be  established. 

A. 08  A  modified  gravity  model  Is  used  to  determine  the  relative 
attractiveness  or  Importance  of  the  dredge  site/disposal  combinations. 

The  Importance  factor  also  relates  to  transport  costs  on  the  basis  of 
cubic  yards  of  material  per  mile.  The  gravity  model  states: 


where: 

F  *  force  of  attraction 
K  ■  a  constant 

I  *  Importance  value  for  dredging  (d)  and  containment  (c)  sites 
0  =  distance  between  the  two 

A. 09  For  this  study,  the  gravity  model  Is  modified  to  reflect  spe¬ 
cific  conditions.  First,  the  Importance  value  for  containment  sites  (I.) 


are  considered  to  be  constant  In  all  cases,  assuming  only  one  site  will 
be  used  for  all  dredge  spoil  containment.  The  term  Ic,  therefore,  assumes 
a  role  as  a  constant,  K.  The  distance  factor  In  this  case  Is  represented 
by  miles  travelled  by  a  barge  and  Is  linear;  the  squared  term  Is  removed 
from  the  denominator  and  D  Is  doubled  to  reflect  barge  travel  In  two 
directions.  Because  the  exercise  seeks  only  relative  values  and  the 
constant  K  will  remain  the  same  In  all  cases.  It  Is  removed  from  the 
right-hand  term.  The  result  Is  an  equation  which  represents  the  number 
of  cubic  yards  of  material  per  mile  expected  to  travel  between  two  given 
points: 


where: 

V  -  average  annual  volume  of  material  requiring  containment  disposal 
F  and  D  =  as  before 

A  matrix  table  Is  constructed  which  Indicates,  for  each  alternative  site, 
the  corresponding  distances  to  major  dredging  locations  and  available 
volumes  for  containment.  The  table  headings  appear  as  below: 

Dredging  Volume  (V)  Dlstances(D)  Attraction  V/2D 

Locations  for  Containment  to  Sites  for  Sites 

To  determine  the  criteria  point  spread  for  the  alternative  sites,  an 
examination  of  the  range  of  points  scored  for  attraction  (V/2D)  Is  made 
(see  Tables  4-7  and  4-8)  and  a  table  Is  constructed  which  reflects  the 
observed  ranges,  as  shown  below.  Since  the  assumption  was  made  that 
no  dredged  material  would  cross  state  boundaries,  separate  scoring 
ranges  are  required  for  New  York  and  Connecticut  sites. 


NEW  YORK 

Criteria 

CONNECTICUT 

Criteria 

V/2D 

Points 

V/2D 

Points 

Less  than  7,500 

0 

Less  than  15,000 

0 

7,501  -  15,000 

1 

15,001  -  30,000 

1 

15,001  -  22,500 

2 

30,001  -  45,000 

2 

22,501  -  30,000 

3 

45,001  -  60,000 

3 

30,001  -  37,500 

4 

60,001  -  75,000 

4 

37,501  -  45,000 

5 

75,001  -  90,000 

5 

45,001  -  52,500 

6 

90,001  -  105,000 

6 

52,501  -  60,000 

7 

105,001  -  120,000 

7 

60,001  -  67,500 

8 

120,001  -  135,000 

8 

67,501  -  75,000 

9 

135,000  -  150,000 

9 

More  than  75,000 

10 

More  than  150,000 

10 

Record  the  allotted  points  (maximum  of  10  points  available). 

7.  COMPATIBILITY  WITH  ADJACENT  LAND/REUSE  POTENTIAL 

A. 10  Conversion  of  a  newly-constructed  shoreline  extension  site  to  a 
secondary  use  (Industrlal/commerclal/recreatlonal)  would  enhance  the  economic 
benefits  of  the  plan.  The  potential  for  reuse  of  the  containment  facility, 
or  parts  thereof.  Is  considered  here  In  four  categories. 

A.  Docking  Facilities  (presence  of) 


Existing  Industrial  docking  facilities  :  2  points 

Existing  small  boat  facilities  :  1  " 

No  access  by  water  :  0  " 

B.  Access  by  Land  (presence  of) 

Existing  major  roadway  :  3  points 

Existing  secondary  roadway  2  " 

Easements  only,  no  structure  1  " 

No  access  by  land  :  0  " 


C.  Types  of  Industrlal/Commerclal  Uses  (presence  of) 


Existing  water-related  use  :  3  points 

Non-water  related  Indust/conm.  use  :  1  " 

No  Indust/comm.  use  In  area  :  0  11 

D.  Area-Wide  Plan  (provision  for  Industrlal/commerclal/recreatlonal 
use) 

Adjacent  to  site  :  2  points 

Within  area  of  alternative  site  :  1  " 

Not  provided  :  0  " 

Total  points  for  categories  A  through  D  for  each  alternative  and  record 
(maximum  of  10  points  available). 

8.  PROXIMITY  OF  SITE  TO  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

A. 11  Cultural  resources  should  be  avoided  In  siting  the  containment 
facility  to  minimize  potential  construction  damage  and  noise  or  related 
operation  Impacts  on  a  resource  that  is  used  by  the  public.  An  exception 
would  be  a  cultural  site  currently  threatened  by  erosion  which  might  bene¬ 
fit  from  shoreline  protection.  Points  are  allotted  as  follows: 

A.  Cultural  Resources  (distance  In  miles) 


Submerged  within  area 

:  0 

points 

On  adjacent  shoreline 

:  1 

II 

Within  2-mlle  radius 

:  5 

II 

Greater  tnan  2-mlle  radius 

:  10 

II 

Total  points  for  each  alternative  and  record  (maximum  of  10  points  avail¬ 
able). 


A  -10 


9.  USE  OF  SITE  FOR  EXISTING  OR  HISTORIC  DREDGED  MATERIAL  DISPOSAL 


Locating  a  dredged  material  containment  facility  at  a  site  that  has 
already  been  used  for  spoil  disposal  may  have  certain  advantages.  There 
may  already  be  structures  In  the  vicinity  which  have  disturbed  the  natural 
setting.  Using  such  an  area  would  avoid  Impacting  an  otherwise  undisturb¬ 
ed  shoreline.  In  addition,  the  precedence  set  by  earlier  disposal  may 
ameliorate  future  containment  structures  and  disposal.  Points  are  allot¬ 
ted  within  two  categories: 

A.  Use  of  Material  Previously  Disposed 

Containment  of  contaminated  material  :  7  points 

Material  Rehandling  Facility  :  6  " 

Construction  fill  :  4  " 

Primarily  beach  nourishment  :  0  " 

B.  Volume  of  Material  Previously  Disposed  (maximum  in  cu.  yards) 


More  than  500,000  :  3  points 

200,000  to  500,000  :  2  " 

50,000  to  200,000  :  1  " 

Less  than  50,000  :  0  " 


Total  points  for  categories  A  and  B  for  each  alternative  and  record 
(maximum  of  10  points  available). 

A. 12  The  results  of  this  exercise  should  be  recorded  in  the  columns 
of  a  summary  matrix  table  (see  Tables  4-9  and  4-10).  Calculations  with¬ 
in  that  table  may  then  proceed  for  determining  the  ranking  of  alternative 
sites. 


A -11 
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